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NOTES TO CHAPTER 1

From You Shall Know Them by Vercors, copyright 1953 by Jean
Bruller, with permission of Little, Brown and Company, Publishers.
A paperback reprint of it has just been published. I heartily recom-
mend Vercors’ novel not only for the pleasure of a well-told story,
but also for a learned exploration of the criteria involved in differ-
entiating between humans and other animals.

The first series of Encyclopaedia Britannica Lectures at the Uni-
versity of Chicago in 1964, published in 196s.

See The Conditions of Philosophby, Chapter 2, esp. pp. 21-38.

See ibid., Chapter 2, pp. 38-42; Chapters 6—7; and Chapter 12, esp.
pp. 216—217. Let me stress the two related aspects of every mixed
question. On the one hand, philosophy, as we have seen, is indispens-
able in the clarification of the question and in laying down the
criteria for interpreting and judging the relevance and force of
the evidence obtained by investigation. On the other hand, since
the mixed question is not beyond the scope of investigation, it can
never be adequately answered on the basis of common experience
alone. Purely philosophical answers to mixed questions are cor-
rigible by science, just as common sense is corrigible when the
latter forms opinions about matters on the basis of common experi-
ence alone, in spite of the fact that special experience is obtainable
and should be sought.

Not all mixed questions are of the same type. Some arise from
an apparent conflict between science and common-sense opinion.
These serve to test the truth of competing philosophical theories
by challenging them to resolve the conflict without giving up either
the truth of common-sense opinion or the truth of science. I dealt
in The Conditions of Philosopby with a striking example of this
type of mixed question, involving a conflict between the common-
sense beliefs in the reality of the individual physical objects of com-
mon experience and the assertion, by some scientists, of the reality
of elementary particles. The mixed question about man is of a
different sort. Here the solution of the problem of how man differs
requires us to consult all the relevant scientific data and theories
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and to bring to bear on them the applicable philosophical analysis
and arguments. It requires us, in addition, to have recourse to philo-
sophical thought in order to get the question itself properly framed
and understood and in order to lay down criteria for interpreting
and judging scientific evidence and philosophical arguments in their
relation to each other. But what is most extraordinary about the
mixed question concerning man, as will become apparent in the
concluding chapters of Part Two, is that we can envisage in the
future the possibility of scientific efforts that will have the effect
either of falsifying a traditional philosophical theory or of confirm-
ing its relative truth.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 2

Politics, 1, 13, 1259°37.

George and Muriel Beadle, The Language of Life, 1966.
J. Bronowski, The Identity of Man, 1965, pp. 2, 4.
Ibid., p. 8.

Ibid., p. 48. When, on this page, Bronowski attributes to man the
unique gift of conceptual ability, he appears to have forgotten that,
on pages 11—12, he had rejected the fallacious assumption that man,
if he is to be unique, “must be endowed with uniqueness as if it
were a physical gift, from conception.”

Michael Scriven, Primary Philosopby, 1966, pp. 177-178.
1bid., p. 197.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 3

For a fuller description of the dialectical method, see The Idea
of Freedom, Volume I, 1958, pp. xvii~xxiv, and 3~79.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 4

Op. cit., Chapter 8, esp. pp. 137-142.

The following is an indication of exemplary or capital passages
on the point:
Prato: Protagoras, 320d—322c; Timaeus, 42a—c; Theaetetus, 1852~
186d; Cratylus, 399b.



N e

NOTES 299

AristotLE: On the Soul, 11, 3, 414"415"13 (cf. ibid., 111, 3); His-
tory of Animals, VIII, 1, 588°23—31; Parts of Animals, IV, 10,
686*27—32; Generation of Animals, 1, 23, 731*~30~35; Nicho-
machean Ethics, 1, 7, 1097°33-1008°8; Politics, 1, 2, 1253"7—37;
L 5, 1254°15-23; I, 9, 1280*31—34; VII, 13, 1332°3-6; Rbetoric,
I, 1, 1355°1~3.

Errcrerus: Discourses, 1, 6; IV, 7.

Marcus AureLtus: Meditations, 11, 16; 1V, 4; VI, 23; VII, ss.

AvgustiNg: City of God, V, 11; VII, 23; VIII, 6; On Christian
Doctrine, 1, 8.

AquiNas: Summa Theologica, 1, 18, 2 ad 23 1, 18, 3; 1, 19, 10}
L5931, 75, 3L 76, 51,76, 4, 1, 77, 551, 78, 1; 1, 83, 13
I, 86, 4 ad 3; -1, 50, 3 ad 2.

Descartes: Philosophical Works, trans. by E. S. Haldane and
G. R. T. Ross: Volume I, pp. 109-110, 115-118; Volume II,
PP. 104~105, 243~245, 343-

Seinoza: Ethics, Pare 111, Prop. 57, Scholium; Part IV, Prop. 37,
Scholium 1.

Pascav: Treatise on the Vacuum, Preface; Thoughts, Nos. 339,
344, 346, 358, 365, 418,

Locke: Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 11, i, 10-11;
I, i, 1—3; IV, xvii, 2; IV, xviii, 11. Cf. II, xxvii, 8; III, vi, 22.

LemNiz: Leibniz Selections, ed. by P. P. Wiener, pp. 339-342,
355-367, 371372, 390-304, 419, 456—458, 503~508; The Mona-
dology and Other Philosophical Writings, ed. by R. Latta,
and. ed., pp. 50-57, 126-133; The Philosophical Works of
Leibniz, ed. by G. M. Duncan, 2nd ed., pp. 279—283, 404~
405; Philosopbical Writings, Everyman edition, pp. 8, 18, 24,
28, 86—87, 99—100. Cf. Bertrand Russell, 4 Critical Exposition
of the Philosophy of Leibniz, 1900: pp. 141, 264~266.

Rousseau: The Social Contract and the Discourses, Everyman
edition, 1913: pp. 183—184, 192—193.

KanTt: Critique of Pure Reason, trans. by J. M. D. Meiklejohn,
pp. 300~301; Critiqgue of Practical Reason and Other Works
on Ethics, trans. by T. K. Abbott, pp. 63-65, 71—72, 152—1§3;
Critique of Aesthetic Judgment, trans. by J. C. Meredith,
P- 49; Critique of Teleological Judgment, trans. by J. C.
Meredith, p. 136, fn. 1.

HecevL: Philosopby of Right, trans. by T. M. Knox, Additions,
Nos. 4-5, 10, 22, 121; Philosophy of History, trans. by J.
Sibree, pp. 8, 3334, 70

Op. cit., pp. 184, 102—193.
Ethics, Part I, Appendix; Part II, Prop. 48; Part IV, Preface.
See passages cited in note 2, supra.

Op. cit., Volume 1, pp. 109-110, 115-118; Volume II, pp. 104~105.
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7. For passages critical of Descartes or in a contrary vein, see Locke,
op. cit., I, x, 1o; I, xi, 11; Leibniz, New Essays, II, x, 105 II, xi, 113
Kant, Critique of Teleological Judgment, Sections 66, 78—81.

8. The following indicates passages in which the rational soul is dis-
tinguished from the souls of animals and plants, or in which the
mind, the reason, the intellect, or the will is distinguished from the
senses and the passions, by virtue of its spiritual (its non-physical
or immaterial) nature:

AristorLe: On the Soul, 1, 1, 403°3-10; 11, 2, 413°24—30; 111, 4-s.

AvcustiNg: Confessions, VII, 1—2; City of God, VIII, 5; Immor-
tality of the Soul, Chapters X, XIII-XVL

Acquinas: Summa Theologica, 1, 75, 2, Resp. and ad 1-3; 1, 75, 3;
L, 75, 6.

Descartes: Op. cit., Volume 1, p. 101; Volume II, pp. 211~212.

Locke: Op. cit., 11, xxiii, 18, 32. Cf. per contra, IV, iii, 6.

Rousseau: Op. cit., pp. 183—184.

Kant: Critique of Teleological Judgment, pp. 131—132.

HeEceL: Philosophy of Right, Additions, No. 22.

9. The following indicates passages in which the point is made or
adumbrated:
AristotLE: Parts of Animals, IV, 10, 686*27—32.
Erictrerus: Discourses, 1, 3, 9; 11, 8.
AvcustiNe: On Christian Doctrine, 1, 22.
Aquinas: Summa Theologica, 1, 93, 1-6; I-11, Prologue.
Pascavr: Thoughts, No. 430.
Descartes: Op. cit., Volume II, pp. 170-171.
LeisNiz: Discourse on Metaphysics, XXXiv—xxxv.,
HeeeL: Philosopby of History, pp. 33—34 333~334-

10. The Works of William Harvey, trans. by Robert Willis, pp. 368—
369, 425; Montesquieu, The Spirit of Laws, I, 1; Adam Smith, The
Wealth of Nations, Modern Library Edition, pp. 12—15.

1.  Op. cit., 11, xxvii, 8; III, vi, 22. Cf. ibid., I, vi, 7—11. For Leibniz’s
critique of Locke’s treatment of real and nominal essences, see New
Essays, 111, vi, 22.

12. Though both Locke and Rousseau assert, in a number of passages,
that man differs in kind from brute by virtue of intellectual or
volitional powers that man alone possesses, they flatly contradict
themselves in other passages by asserting that man differs from other
animals, especially the primates, only in degree. See Locke, op. cit.,
IIL, vi, 12; II1, %, 1y; III, xi, z0; IV, xvi, 12; Rousseau, op. cit.,, pp.
177-187, 192 ff. In regard to Rousseau, vd. Arthur O. Lovejoy, The
Great Chain of Being, 1948: p. 235.

13. Op. cit., 111, vi, 12. Cf. ibid., IV, xvi, 12. See also Leibniz’s com-
mentary on these passages in New Essays, III, vi, 12; IV, xvi, 12.
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14. Leibniz Selections, pp. 184—188, 378; The Monadology and Other
Philosophical Writings, pp. 36—39, 126-133; The Philosopbical
Works of Leibniz, pp. 33—37. See also Russell’s critique of Leibniz
with regard to the continuum of forms, in A Critical Exposition of
the Philosopby of Leibniz, pp. 63—66, 222—223; and Lovejoy’s com-
ment on Russell, in The Great Chain of Being, p. 355, n. 84.

15. See The Great Chain of Being, pp. 253—254, 260—270, 275—277.
16. lbid., p. 332.
17. Leviathan, pp. 18, 22~23, 31, 34-35, 46—47, 130-131, 160—161.

18. See La Mettrie’'s L’Homme Machine, critical edition with an in-
troductory monograph and notes by Aram Vartanian, rg6o. Cf.
Frederick A. Lange, History of Materialism, 3rd ed., trans. by E. C.
Thomas, 1925: pp. 75—76; also A Textbook of Marxist Philosophy,
prepared by the Leningrad Institute of Philosophy, trans. by A. C.
Moseley, ed. by John Lewis, pp. 45—50.

19. See Lange, op. cit., Book 1, Section 1, Chapters 1~2, 4; Section 3,
Chapter 1; Section 4, Chapter 3; Book II, Section 1, Chapter 2; also
see Richard Falckenburg, History of Modern Philosophy, 1893: pp.
61, 255256, 593—595; G. V. Plekhanov, Essays in the History of
Materialism, 1934: pp. 6-7, 91—92. One passage in Ludwig Feuer-
bach’s Essence of Christianity asserts that man differs in kind from
other animals, and may anticipate the Marxist view of that differ-
ence in kind as being merely superficial, not radical (see pp. 1-3).
For a critique of Feuerbach on this point, see Friedrich Engels,
“German Ideology,” in Handbook of Marxism, pp. 219-220.

20. Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Section I1X, 82-85;
Section XII, Part 1, 118.

21. Essays, trans. by Charles Cotton, revised by W. C. Hazlett:
Volume 4, pp. 230~240; Volume 3, pp. 13—15. For the passages in
a contrary tenor, see Volume 5, pp. 91—93, 188-r191.

22, See V. L Lenin, “The Teachings of Karl Marx,” in Handbook
of Marxism, pp. 538~543; A Textbook of Marxist Philosophy, pp.
45-50; Plekhanov, op. cit., pp. 172—175; K. N. Kornilov, “Psychol-
ogy in the Light of Dialectic Materialism,” in Psychologies of 1930,
ed. by C. Murchison, pp. 243—278.

23, See Handbook of Marxism, pp. 211—213; A Textbook of Marxist
Philosopby, pp. 9g—102, 108-112; Plekhanov, op. cit., pp. 205-209,
271-276; Kornilov, op. cit., pp. 246—248.

24. See Kornilov, op. cit., pp. 246-248.

25. See A Textbook of Marxist Philosophy, pp. 285—288, 294—297,
348~353; Plekhanov, op cit., pp. 172—17s.
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26. Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 367—376. See reference to Leibniz,
P- 374, fn.; see also Lovejoy’s comments on Kant in regard to Leibniz
in The Great Chain of Being, pp. 240~241.

27. Op. cit, VI, 3, 1043 35—1044'9. An even clearer statement of
the hlera.rchy of species is to be found in Oz the Soul, 11, 3, 414"20—
31, where Aristotle compares the order of living species, consntuted
by the vegetative, the sensitive, and the rational soul, to the order

. of plane figures (triangle, quadrangle, pentagon), between which
no intermediates are possible. See also ibid., 414°28—414"20, and I, 4.

28. Op. cit., VIII, 1, 588°4—22. The opening sentence of this passage,
which should be read in its entirety, would appear to be contra-
dicted by the following statement in Aristotle’s treatise On Plants:
“It is certainly difficult to find a state intermediate between life and
the absence of life” (815°36). But there is no contradiction here,
any more than there is between this passage in the History of
Animals (where Aristotle calls our attention to the scale of degrees
of vitality within the plant kingdom and the scale of degrees of
vitality, mobility, and sensitivity within the animal kingdom) and
the passages in the Metaphysics and in On the Soul (cited in note 27,
supra), in which Aristotle asserts the hierarchy of species, a scale
not of degrees but of grades of perfection in being, between any
two proximate members of which intermediates are impossible. For
Aristotle, the fundamental reality is the hierarchy and discontinuity
of species, though he also acknowledges the appearance of con-
tinuity in the ascending scale of degrees of vitality by which we
pass from lower to higher forms of life; and, in addition, as an
empirical biologist, he candidly confesses the difficulty of deter-
mining whether a particular specimen is to be classified as a plant
or as an animal. In an earlier book, I have tried to show how all these
passages dealing with the order of species, and bearing on hierarchy
and continuity in nature, can be consistently put together. See Prob-
lems for Thomists: The Problems of Species, 1940: pp. §2—58, 102—
109, 260~263. Professor Lovejoy, aware of the apparently conflicting
texts in Aristotle on hierarchy and continuity, leaves the apparent
contradiction unresolved (see The Great Chain of Being, pp. 55—58).
Professor Toulmin likewise tends to find two quite disparate and
irreconcilable views in Aristotle—one held by Aristotle the meta-
physician and the other by Aristotle the empirical biologist (see
The Discovery of Time, 1965: PP. 4445, 50—52).

29. For the passages in Aquinas that comment on and adopt the
Aristotelian conception of the hierarchy of species and the Aristo-
telian observations of continuity in the scale of degrees manifested
by the forms of life, see Summa Theologica, 1, 5, 53 1, 47, 23 1, 76, 3;
I, 76, 4; 1, 78, 1; Summa Contra Gentiles, 11, o1; Ii, 95; IV, 41; Dis-
puted Questions on the Soul, Q.1, A.7. I have dealt with these pas-
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sages, along with the comparable ones in Aristotle, in Problems for
Thomists: The Problem of Species (see pages cited in note 28,
supra).

NOTES TO CHAPTER J§

-

Robinet’s Philosophical Considerations on the Natural Gradations
of the Forms of Being was published in 1768. For an available sum-
mary of Robinet’s views on the continuity of nature and on the
unreality of kinds, see Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being, pp. 269—

2770, 275—279.

2. Histoire Naturelle (1749), 1, 38. Cf. Lovejoy, op. cit., pp. 220~
230, 283—286.

See Lovejoy, op. cit., pp. 230-231, 233, 235,
See note 1, supra.
See Lovejoy, op. cit., pp. 235, 272.

Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 111, vi, 12; IV, xvi, 12.

N pow

The Social Contract and the Discourses, Everyman edition, pp.
177-187, 192 ff. Cf. Lovejoy, op. cit., p. 235.

i

See Lovejoy, op cit., p. 197.

o. I am indebted to Professor Lovejoy for this insight. See op. cit.,
Chapter IX; and cf. S. Toulmin and J. Goodfield, The Discovery
of Time, Chapter 8.

10. See Origin of Species and The Descent of Man, Modern Library
edition: p. 36r.

11.  For a fuller discussion of apparent differences in kind, the reader
is referred back to Chapter 2, pp. 23—24.

12. See Darwin, op. cit., pp. 86—96, 98—100, 275~277, 351—352, 370.
Cf. A. J. Cain, Animal Species and Their Evolution, 1954: p. 182.

13. Op. cit, p. 370.

14. See Ernst Mayr, Animal Species and Evolution, 1963: pp. 89,
110, 338, 348-349, 403, 428, 431, 449, 450, 480—482, 516518, 546
547, 554—555, 586—587, 620; Julian Huxley, Evolution, The Modern
Synthesis, New York, 1942: pp. 154-155, 171~173; A. J. Cain, op cit.,
pPp. 69, 72—73, 130, 132—-133, 135, 168, 176, 179, 181-182.

15. See Mayr, op. cit., pp. 422—~424; Julian Huxley, op. cit., pp. 164—
165, 168-170.
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16. T. Dobzhansky, Mankind Evolving, 1962: p. 203. Cf. G. G. Simp-
son, The Major Features of Evolution, 1953: pp. 379-380, 384, 380.

17.  See Dobzhansky, op. cit., pp. 183, 186, May}', op. cit., pp. 358—
359, 422—423, and esp. 424; Julian Huxley, op. cit., pp. 164—165, 168—
170; and A. J. Cain, op. cit., p. 130.

18. Genetics and the Origin of Species, 1937: p. 259. Cf. his Mankind
Evolving, p. 186, written almost thirty years later.

19. See op. cit., pp. 389—391L.

20. Antiquity of Man (1863), Everyman edition, pp. 392—393. The
whole of the concluding chapter is worth reading.

21.  See Loren Eiseley, Darwin’s Century, 1958: p. 267.

22. See A. E. Wallace, Contributions to the Theory of Natural Selec-
tion, 1871: Chapter 1o. Cf. Eiseley, op. cit., pp. 304—313.

23. Man’s Place in Nature and Other Anthropological Essays, 1898:
p. 155. See ibid., pp. 157—208 for Huxley’s discussion of the Engis
and Neanderthal skulls.

24. Op. cit., p. 494—495. Cf. ibid., pp. 446, 911—912, 472—473.

25. Ibid., pp. 512—513.

26. See ibid., pp. 461—464.

27. Ibid., p. 465. Cf. Eiseley, op. cit., pp. 288-289; 323; and see also

MacDonald Crichtley, “The Evolution of Man’s Capacity for Lan-
guage,” in Evolution After Darwin, ed. by S. Tax, 1960: Volume II,

PP 290—291, 307—308.

28. See op. cit., p. 431. Cf. ibid., pp. 431432, 541, 9I2.

29. See ibid., pp. 513~514, 520~521.

30. See ibid., p. 521; and cf. ibid., pp. 911—915.

31 TheéCreed of Science, 1881: p. 161. Cf. Eiseley, op. cit., pp. 257,
345—340.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 6

1. See T. Dobzhansky, Mankind Evolving, 1962: Chapter 7, Evolu-
tion, Genetics, and Man, 1961: pp. 325—334; G. H. R. von Koenigs-
wald, The Evolution of Man, 1963: pp. 69—70, 8687, 113-114, 119,
130; Richard Carrington, A4 Million Years of Man, 1963: pp. 49 ff.,
76, 79—-122; W. E. Le Gros Clark, History of the Primates, 1961:
pp. 13-20, 46-75, 102-137, 144—158, 168~176; The Antecedents of
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Man, 1960: pp. 343~349; Ernst Mayr, Animal Species and Evolu-
tion, 1963: pp. 628-658; L. S. B. Leakey, “The Origin of the Genus
Homo,” in Evolution After Darwin, 1960: Volume II, pp. 17-31;
S. L. Washburn and F. Clark Howell, “Human Evolution and
Culture,” in ibid., pp. 35—53; Cesare Emiliani, “Dating Human Evo-
lution,” in #bid., pp. 64—65.

See also L. S. B. Leakey, Adam’s Ancestors, 1960: Prologue and
Chapters I, X~XII; The Progress and Evolution of Man in Africa,
1961; Raymond Dart, Adventures with the Missing Link, New York,
1959: Chapters II, XI, XIV-XV; Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The
Appearance of Man, 1965; W. E. Le Gros Clark, Man-Apes or
Ape-Men?, 1967.

As this book goes to press, recent fossil finds and much more
sensitive methods of dating them give a greater antiquity to both
hominid and proto-hominid life on earth. Recent finds in China
appear to indicate that Homo erectus may go back a million years,
and the australopithecines may have existed two million years ago.
In addition, very recent discoveries support the possibility that there
may be only two species of fossil man—Homo erectus and Homo
sapiens—and that Homo erectus may have lived on earth from over
one million years ago to as recently as 35,000 years ago, while Homo
sapiens, to which living man belongs, may date back as far as 500,000
years. See William H. Howells, “Homo Erectus,” in The Scientific
American, Volume 215, No. 5, November, 1966, pp. 46—53.

The Origin of Species and The Descent of Man, Modern Library
edition: p. 541.

See Julian Huxley, Evolution, The Modern Synthesis, 1942: pp.
569—572; The Uniqueness of Man, 1943: Chapter 1; Evolution in
Action, 1953: pp. 103-111; T. Dobzhansky, Mankind Evolving,
1962: Chapters 8, 12; G. G. Simpson, The Meaning of Evolution,
1949: Chapter XVII; Ernst Mayr, op. cit., pp. 623—624, 650, 656~
658; Bernard Rensch, Evolution Above the Species Level, 1960: pp.
305—307, 340—341; W. E. Le Gros Clark, Antecedents of Man, 1960:
PD- 347—349; History of the Primates, 1960: pp. 119—120; Richard
Carrington, op. cit., pp. §8~59, 62—68; Kenneth P. Oakley, Man the
Tool-Maker, 1964: pp. 4—5, 125—126, 130, 132; Pierre Teilhard de
Chardin, The Appearance of Man, 1965: Chapter XVII, The Phe-
nomenon of Man, 1959: pp. 164—171, 194—198. See also the papers
by Leakey and by Washburn and Howell, in Evolution After Dar-
win, cited in note 1, supra.

For a discussion of the significance for human speech of the ex-
clusively human asymmetry of dominance in the cerebral cortex,
see Dobzhansky, Mankind Evolving, pp. 200-201; Washburn and
Howell, op. cit., p. 51; Warren S. McCulloch and Warren M.
Brodey, “The Biological Sciences,” in The Great Ideas Today, 1966,

PP- 330-331.
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4. See passages cited in note 3, supra.

5. For criticism of the interpretation of the South African fossils and
artifacts, see von Koenigswald, op. cit., pp. 69—70; Dobzhansky,
Mankind Evolving, pp. 174~175, 193~194; Le Gros Clark, History
of the Primates, pp. 102 ff., 118~119; Man-Apes or Ape-Men?;
Oakley, op. cit., p. 5; Carrington, op. cit., pp. 76, 79; G. G. Simpson,
“The Biological Sciences,” in The Great Ideas Today, 1965; pp.
298—299; Mayr, op. cit., pp. 628-631.

6. See Oakley, op. cit., pp. 4, 125—126; Carrington, op. cit., pp. 64—68;
Dobzhansky, Mankind Evolving, pp. 208-210, 332, 339; Julian Hux-
ley, The Unigueness of Man, pp. 34, 15—16, 27—29; Evolution in
Action, pp. ro7—-109; Evolution, The Modern Syntbesis, pp. 569—
572; S. L. Washburn and V. Avis, “Evolution of Human Behavior,”
in Bebavior and Evolution, ed. by Simpson and Roe, 1958: pp. 428—
435; Le Gros Clark, Antecedents of Man, pp. 347—-349; History of
the Primates, pp. 119—120; Dart, op. cit., pp. 216-217, 223—224;
Leakey, in Evolution After Darwin, Volume II, pp. 28—30; Wash-
burn and Howell, in ibid., pp. 44—46, 49—53; M. Crichtley, in ibid.,

PP. 296—297, 302—306.

7. Op. cit., p. 283.

8. 1bid., p. 283.

o. 1lbid., p. 286.

10. Ibid., pp. 284—28;5.

1:. 1bid., p. 286.

12. Op. cit., p. 624. Cf. ibid., p. 638.

13. Ibid., p. 623.

14. 1bid., pp. 623, 650.

15, 1bid., p. 658.

16. Mankind Evolving, p. 203. Cf. Evolution, Genetics, and Man,
p. 338.

17. Evolution, Genetics, and Man, p. 340.

18. Mankind Evolving, pp. 208, 210.

19. lbid., p. 332.

20. Ewvolution, Genetics, and Man, p. 340; Mankind Evolving, pp.
210-211.

21. Ewvolution, The Modern Syntbesis, p. 556.
22. Tbhe Uniqueness of Man, pp. 3—5. Cf. pp. 1532 passim.
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23. Ewolution in Action, pp. 107-109.

24. Ewolution, The Modern Synthesis, pp. 570~571.

25. Op. cit., pp. 305—307.

26. See the references to Washburn and Avis, Washburn and Howell,
Qakley, Clark, and Dart, in note 6, supra.

27.  Op. cit., Chicago, 1964: pp. 227-232.

28. Op. cit., 1927: pp. 266—264. Cf. W. H. Thorpe, Science, Man and
Morals, 1965: p. 105; W. R, Thompson, “Social Behavior,” in Be-
bavior and Evolution, p. 293.

29. Oakley, op. cit., pp. 125-126; Carrington, op. cit., pp. 64-65;
Mayr, op. cit., pp. 634—635, 650; Rensch, op. cit., pp. 306~307, 340;
Dobzhansky, Mankind Evolving; pp. 208—210; Julian Huxley, Evolu-
tion in Action, pp. 103—111; Evolution, The Modern Syntbesis, pp.
571—572; The Uniqueness of Man, p. 3; Le Gros Clark, History of
the Primates, pp. 119—120; Dart, op. cit., pp. 216—217, 223—224;
Washburn and Avis, in Bebavior and Evolution, pp. 423—425, 435;
Washburn and Howell, in Evolution After Darwin, Volume II,
p. 152,

30. See the references to Oakley, Carrington, Dobzhansky, Julian
Huxley, Washburn and Avis, Washburn and Howell, Clark, Leakey,
Dart, and Crichtley cited in note 6, supra. See also Mayr, op. cit.,
p. 650; Schaller, op. cit., pp. 224—-227; Thorpe, op. cit.,, p. 69. Cf.
Kohler, op. cit., Chapters 4~5.

31. See Dobzhansky, Mankind Evolving, p. 339; Julian Huxley, Evo-
lution in Action, pp. 110-111; Rensch, Evolution Above the Species
Lewel, p. 306; Carrington, A Million Years of Man, pp. 62—63; Wash-
burn and Howell, in Evolution After Darwin, Volume I, pp. 52—
53. Cf. Thompson, “Social Behavior,” in Behavior and Evolution,

pp. 291—308.
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and if all animal thinking is perceptually tied, whereas human think-
ing is mediated by symbols and transcends the perceptual environ-
ment, then concepts cannot be attributed to both men and sub-



316 NOTES

human animals in a strictly univocal sense of that term: for it is
man’s possession of concepts that enables him to use symbols and
to transcend the perceptual environment. The inconsistency results
from Price’s failure to recognize that he has allowed himself to use
the word “concept” in an equivocal manner; it would be removed
if, instead of concepts, he were to attribute perceptual abstractions
or generalizations to sub-human animals in order to explain their
sign-thinking. He seems to be aware of the distinction between
perceptual abstraction (or generalization) and concept-formation
(see pp. 43, 52—54, 73), but he also erroneously supposes that con-
cept-formation is an abstractive process in the same way that per-
ceptual generalization is, and this leads him to identify concepts
with “abstract ideas.” See Peter Geach, Mental Acts, 1957: pp. 18—44.
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causes (or because as distinct from cause); see his Philosopby and
Scientific Realism, pp. 126—130.

24. The following authors clearly assert that conceptual thought is
the indispensable pre-requisite of propositional speech: Ernst Mayr,
Animal Species and Evolution, p. 658; George Schaller, The Year
of tbe Gorilla, p. 217, 228~229; Richard Carrington, 4 Million Years
of Man, pp. 67—68.

The following clearly assert that man’s propositional speech ex-
plains his power of conceptual thought: Bernhard Rensch, Evolu-
tion Above the Species Level, pp. 306—307; Harry Harlow, in
Bebavior and Evolution, pp. 278, 282; and in Theoretical Founda-
tions of Psychology, pp. 493—496.

And the following authors appear to make both of the foregoing
assertions, without attempting to reconcile them: T. Dobzhansky,
Mankind Evolving, p. 207 versus Evolution, Genetics, and Man,
P. 338; Donald Hebb, 4 Textbook of Psychology, pp. 29-30, 4648
versus 207—209, 211; Julian Huxley, Evolution in Action, 107-109,
esp. 109 versus The Uniqueness of Man, p. 3, 15.

25. See Geach, op. cit., pp. 13, 44; Price, Tl_ainking and Experience,
pp. 305—311, 316-319. Cf. Cerebral Mechanisms in Bebavior, ed. by
L. A. Jefress, pp. 112-133, 116118, 120—122, 182—193, 259.

26. See Bennett, op. cit., pp. 46—47, 86-87, 93—96. Cf. Geach, op. cit.,
p. 18. With regard to the separability of words and concepts and
the priority of concepts or intentions, see Roderick Chisholm in
Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, 1958: Volume II,

Appendix, pp. 532-533.

NOTES TO CHAPTER IO

Psychologists tend to use the words “stimulus” and “response”
with maximum ambiguity. On the one hand, they use “stimulus”
as physiologists and neurologists use the term: for the physical
factor that activates a receptor. On the other hand, they use the
term loosely for any perceived or semsible object; e.g., they speak
of food or of a dangerous situation as a stimulus. Similarly, they use
the word “response” as physiologists and neurologists do, to name
the activation of specific effectors (muscles or glands); but they
more frequently use “response” for any kind of action, and their
naming of it often includes their interpretation of the purpose of
the action, as when they speak of a “flight response,” or a “fighting
response,” or a “food-seeking response.” This loose use of the terms

~
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“stimulus” and “response” permits them to cover much ground
illicitly, and to conceal the psychological barrenness of strict S-R
formulations. It allows them to think that they are being scientific
and objective in ways that they are not.

2. I am indebted to Professor Wilfrid Sellars for the distinction be-
tween methodological and metaphysical, or what he calls *“philo-
sophical,” behaviorism. See Science, Perception and Reality, pp. 22—
25, 183-185.

3. For Aristotle, and for Aquinas who follows him in this regard,
our knowledge of an animal’s powers or abilities, its habits or dis-
positions, can be learned only from observation of its actions or
operations. The same rule applies to our knowledge of man. It is
only by observing what a man does that we obtain the data from
which we are able to infer what, by innate ability, he can do or
what, by acquired habit, he is disposed to do. See, for example,
Summa Theologica, 1, 74, 3; ibid., 1, 87, 2.

4. Thus, for example, Donald Hebb writes: “There are two theories
of mind, speaking very generally, One is animistic, a theory that
the body is inhabited by an entity—the mind or soul—that is quite
different from it, having nothing in common with bodily processes.
The second theory is physiological or mechanistic; it assumes that
mind is a bodily process, an activity of the brain. Modern psy-
chology works with this latter theory only. Both are intellectually
respectable (that is, each has support from highly intelligent people,
including scientists), and there is certainly no decisive means avail-
able of proving one to be right, the other wrong” (A Textbook of
Psychology, p. 3). Cf. ibid., pp. 260—262. See also Charles E. Osgood,
Metbod and Theory in Experimental Psychology: “The term
‘thought,’ as it is used in everyday language, connotes vague, imma-
terial stuff, activity that takes place in the brain but is not strictly
part of it. It falls in the same category as ideas and images, mental-
istic constructs that Watson, as an early and forceful behaviorist,
ejected from psychological science as ‘ghosts.’ Although we cannot
deny that some processes warranting these labels exist, we must
follow Watson in denying that they partake of something other
than the material world. Otherwise we should be unable to investi-
gate them at all with scientific methods” (p. 638, italics added). Cf.
ibid., pp. 680—681.

5. A Textbook of Psychology, p. 203.

6. See N. Tinbergen, The Study of Instinct, pp. 160~184; Konrad
Lorenz, King Solomon’s Ring, pp. 120—180; On Aggression, pp. 85—
108; W. H. Thorpe, Learning and Instinct in Animals, pp. 404—437,
449—466. As used in the pages just cited, the terms “instinct” and
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“instinctive” do not refer to observable behavior, but rather stand
for a theoretical construct that is needed to explain behavior that
is both unlearned and species-predictable. Thus, when an animal,
without prior perceptual experience, recognizes another animal
either as a hostile predator or as a member of its own species, it is
exercising a perceptual abstraction that cannot be a perceptual
attainment, and can only be explained as an innate or instinctive
perceptual endowment that is common to all members of the species.
Such instinctive perceptual recognitions in animals are the analogue
of what were once thought to be innate ideas in man. The denial
of innate ideas in man is tantamount to the denial that man has any
perceptual abstractions or conceptual dispositions that are inmate
endowments; they are all attainments.

7. Bebavior Mechanisms in Monkeys, pp. 4-10, 19-25, 326 fI.

8. The error of supposing that percepts and concepts are themselves
knowable objects or inspectable occurrents in experience is perva-
sive in modern psychology from the seventeenth century on. When
H. H. Price criticizes this error and calls it the “classical theory”
of concepts, he obviously refers to its seventeenth century origins
with Descartes and Locke (see Thinking and Experience, pp. 320—
335; cf. ibid., pp. 247-250, 260—263, 276—277, 301—304). It is not
“classical” at all if that word is understood as referring to ancient
and mediaeval thought, especially that of Aristotle and Aquinas. The
theory of perceptual abstractions and concepts not as inspectable
occurrents, but as functioning dispositions—not as objects which
we know, but only as that by which we are able to know-—is the
ancient and truly classical theory, lately revived by Ryle, Price, and
others without acknowledging its ancient lineage. For a compre-
hensive exposition of this theory of percepts and concepts as always
the id quo, never the id quod, of knowing, see Jacques Maritain,
Les Degrés du Savoir, 1932: pp. 769-819. The reader will find an
adaptation of this analysis in Chapter 12, note 41, infra. He is also
referred to my discussion of this point in The Conditions of Phi-
losophy, pp. 266—270, where 1 indicate the serious consequences in
modern thought that flow from the error made by Descartes and
Locke.

Credit for the revival of the ancient theory must be given, in part
at least, to the behavioristic psychologists from John B. Watson on,
who, in the face of a long tradition of scientific opinion to the con-
trary, with admirable persistence denied that one can look into his
own mind introspectively and find there any directly observable
entities, such as percepts, images, concepts, or ideas. Unfortunately,
some of them went further and converted this denial—the denial
that what their predecessors in modern psychology had supposed
to be the observable contents of the mind existed as observable (ie.,
introspectable) occurrents in experience—into a denijal that such
things as percepts, images, or concepts exist at all. They failed to
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see that such things may exist as functioning dispositions, even
though they do not exist as inspectable occurrents.

9. In Thinking and Experience, Professor Price quotes with approval
Aristotle’s account of the genesis of those concepts that are formed
on the basis of perceptual abstractions, but he fails to see that not
all our concepts are thus formed, and that even those which arise
in this way are not formed by an abstractive process. The passage
quoted is the famous one in Book II, Chapter 19, of the Posterior
Amnalytics: “Though sense-perception is innate in all animals, in
some the sense-impression comes to persist, in others it does not.
So animals in which this persistence does not come to be either have
no knowledge at all outside the act of perceiving, or no knowledge
of objects of which no impression persists; animals in which it does
come into being have perception and can continue to retain the
sense-impression in the soul; and when such persistence is frequently
repeated a further distinction arises between those which out of the
persistence of such sense-impressions develop a power of systematiz-
ing them and those which do not. So out of sense-perception comes
to be what we call memory, and out of frequently repeated mem-
ories of the same thing develops experience; for a number of
memories constitute a single experience. From experience again—i.e.,
from the universal now stabilized in its entirety within the soul,
the one beside the many which is a single identity within them all
—originate the skill of the craftsman and the knowledge of the man
of science” (99"36-100°8).

My interpretation of this passage is somewhat different from that
offered by Price. Translated into modern idiom, the passage de-
scribes the process by which perceptual abstractions or generaliza-
tions develop from the residues or memory of repeated percep-
tions. What Aristotle calls the ‘“single experience” in which the
“universal” is “stabilized” is what I have called a “perceptual abstrac-
tion”—the acquired disposition to recognize a number of perceptible
object as being the same or sufficiently similar in kind; thus, from
many acts of perceiving dogs—this dog, and that dog, and that—
develops, by an abstractive process, a generalized memory of dogs,
and from this memory the power or disposition to perceive this
animal, that animal, and that, as the same in kind. The “universal”
to which Aristotle refers is not the one we have in mind when we
understand conceptually what it is like to be a dog, but only the
generalization that is implicit in our memory of dogs and in our
perceptual discrimination between animals that are dogs and animals
that are not dogs. When we form the concept of dog, we make
that implicit universal explicit in our understanding of the kind of
thing a dog is; but though the concept we form is based on our
experience of dogs, we do not abstract it from that experience; we
do not abstract if from our generalized memory of dogs or from
our ability to discriminate between dogs and non-dogs. Cf. Price,
op. cit., pp. 60—61; also pp. 35, 43, §2—53, 56, 73, and 341—358; and
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see Peter Geach’s argument against the identification of concept-
formation with the process of abstraction—the kind of process that
occurs in perceptual generalization and discrimination—in Mental
Acts, pp. 18—44, 130—131.

10. See N. R. F. Maier and T. C. Schneirla, Principles of Animal
Psychology, pp. 446—453; and R. S. Woodworth and H. Schlosberg,
Experimental Psychology, pp. §89—613.

11. See Hebb, A Textbook of Psychology, pp. 204—205; Ernest R. Hil-
gard, “Methods and Procedures in the Study of Learning,” in Hand-
book of Experiemmntal Psychology, ed. by S. S. Stevens, p. 523.

12. See Hebb, ibid., pp. 4648, 52—58, 203—206, 260—263; Osgood, op.
cit., 638~639, 653—665.

13. See Hebb and Osgood as cited in note 12, supra; see also Harry
Harlow, “Primate Learning,” in Comparative Psychology, ed. by
C. P. Stone, pp. 228-231; and his “Thinking,” in Theoretical Foun-
dations of Psychology, ed. by H. Helson, pp. 457—468. Cf. Jonathan
Bennett, Rationality, pp. 88—89, 101-114.

14. Cf. Maier and Schneirla, op. cit., pp. 452~453.

15. See Woodworth and Schlosberg, op cit., pp. 576-60r; Harry
Harlow, “Primate Learning,” in Comparative Psychology, ed. by
Stone, pp. 183—235; “Thinking,” in Theoretical Foundations of Psy-
chology, ed. by Helson, pp. 469-476, 487—497; “The Evolution of
Learning,” in Bebavior and Evolution, ed. by Roe and Simpson,
1958: pp. 279—283; K. U. Smith, “Discriminative Behavior in Ani-
mals,” in Compartive Psychology, ed. by Stone, pp. 316~361; W. T,
Heron, “Complex Learning Processes,” in Comparative Psychology,
ed. by F. A. Moss, pp. 267—274; Hebb, A Textbook of Psychology,
pp. 29—30, 188-191; Maier and Schneirla, op. cit, pp. 455—460;
Kliver, op. cit., pp. 326—329, 344—349.

16. The title of the essay by Warren S. McCulloch and W. Pitts is
revealing: “How We Know Universals: The Perception of Audi-~
tory and Visual Forms” (in a collection of McCulloch’s essays en-
titled Embodiments of Mind, 1965). The second part of the title,
following the colon, indicates that the so-called “universals,” the
knowledge of which the authors are attempting to explain neuro-
logically, are merely perceptible forms or shapes, auditory or visual,
and hénce the universals referred to are the generalizations implicit
in perceptual abstractions, not the explicit universals that are appre-
hended in conceptual cognition. See note 9, supra. It is perfectly
plain, from all the evidence offered, that perceptual abstraction and
not concept—formation is the psychological counterpart of the theo-
retical construct employed by neurologists to explain the percep-
ton of shapes and the recognition of other patterns by animals and
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by machines. If there are memory residues of perceptual abstrac-
tions, these should be called “mnemonic or imaginative abstractions,”
for the generalized memory-image is nothing but a residue of the
generalized perception. Cf. Kenneth J. W, Craik, The Nature of
Explanation, pp. 69—73.

17. See Harlow, Hebb, and Heron as cited in note 13, supra. In addi-
tion, see Osgood, op. cit., pp. 655-672; Henry W. Nissen, “Axes of
Behavioral Comparison,” in Bebavior and Ewvolution, ed. by Roe
and Simpson, pp. 193~195; C. Judson Herrick, The Evolution of
Human Nature, pp. 360~361, 402—403, 444—445; W. H. Thorpe,
Learning and Instinct in Animals, pp. 132, 385—304.

18. See Maier and Schneirla, o0p. cit., pp. 455—460; Kliiver, op. cit.,
PD. 326—328, 344—349; J. P. Scott, Animal Bebavior, 1958: pp. 113~
114; Konrad Lorenz, King Solomon’s Ring, pp. 84-89; K. S. Lashley,
“The Problem of Serial Order in Behavior,” in Cerebral Mechanisms
in Bebavior, ed. by L. A. Jeffress, pp. 112-116, 118~120. Lashley
points out that understanding what is the same in two inter-trans-
latable sentences is quite different from recognizing a series of A’s
as the same letter: what is perceived as common to a series of dif-
ferent A’s cannot be compared with the cognition of the same mean-
ing in 2 German and an English sentence. The one is accomplished
by a perceptual abstraction; the other requires conceptual thought.
Lashley’s point is that the conceptual universal is grasped quite apart
from any sensible sameness whatsoever; whereas there is always
a sensible sameness in the case of perceptual abstractions, and so
they are not true universals. The same point is made by Peter Geach
in the following passage:

“Many psychologists, wishing to use the term ‘concept’ far
more widely than I do . .. would say that an animal has acquired
a concept if it has learned a discriminative response to some fea-
ture of its environment. If a rat or dog is trained to react in
a certain way whenever it has a triangle shown to it (rather
than some other shape), then they would say it has acquired a
concept of triangle. . . . What is at issue here is not just the
way the term ‘concept’ is to be used, but the desirability of
comparing these achievements of rats and dogs with the per-
formances of human beings who possess a concept of triangle;
the psychologists I am criticizing want to play down the differ-
ences between human and animal performances, and I want to
stress them, The life of brutes lacks so much that is integral to
human life that it can only be misleading to say that they have
concepts like us—as misleading as it would be to say that men
have tails and women lay eggs . . . or to call the noises made
by brutes ‘language.” Experience in training dogs to ‘recognize’
triangles can be no guide in (let us say) teaching geometry”
(Mental Acts, p. 17).
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19. See Chapter 11, note 13 for a more explicit statement on this
point, after it has been shown that we must attribute conceptual
thought to man in order to explain his linguistic behavior.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 11

1. See Charles E. Osgood, Method and Theory in Experimental
Psychology, pp. 655~665, 681—682; Donald Hebb, A Textbook of
Psychology, pp. 46—48, 260—~263; Harry Harlow, “Thinking,” in
Theoretical Foundations of Psychology, ed. by H. Helson, pp. 493—
496; C. Judson Herrick, The Evolution of Human Nature, pp. 324—
326, 329, 360—361, 401—405. The foregoing writers all use the one
word “symbol” for signs that are merely signals, on the one hand,
and for signs that are designators, on the other. The following
writers distinguish between signals and designators, but they use
the word “symbol” for designators, and the word “sign” for signals:
MacDonald Crichtley, “The Evolution of Man’s Capacity for Lan-
guage,” in Evolution After Darwin, Volume II, pp. 300-301; Leslie
A, White, The Science of Culture, pp. 26—29; Ernst Cassirer, 4An
Essay on Man, pp. 31—32. Much misunderstanding results from these
divergent uses of the word “symbol”; see, for example, Herrick’s
misunderstanding of White, p. 401 of his book, cited above.

2. When I use the word “name” or speak of “naming,” I always have
in mind what is ordinarily called a common or general name, never
a proper name, i.€., a common noun, such as “dog” or “mammal,”
not a proper name or definite description that designates one and
only one object, such as “George Washington, the first President
of the United States.” As any student of modern logic knows, the
meaning or significance of common names is much easier to explain
than that of proper names or definite descriptions. Karl Popper
seems to hold the contrary view, that the use of proper names is
“by far the simplest case of a descriptive use of words.” See Con-

..jectures and Refutations, pp. 297-208. Cf. H. H. Price, Thinking
and Experience, pp. 281~283.

3. See Prior Analytics, 11, 279, Posterior Analytics, 1, 6, 75*28-35;
Rbetoric, I 2, 1357*23-1357°24. Aristotle is concerned with inference,
but what he calls a sign is identical with what I have called a signal;
in fact, he uses the same illustrations: clouds are a fallible sign of
rain; smoke, a fallible sign of fire. For an interesting variety of
examples of signs that function as signals, see Price, Thinking and
Experience, p. 106 ff.

4. This obvious fact is overlooked and transgressed by the behavior-
istic theory of the meaning of signs that function as signals. That
theory makes the actual response or the disposition to respond that
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is elicited by a signal or cue (and it treats the words used in human
language as if they were nothing but signals or cues) the constitu-
tive source of the signal’s meaning. See note 3, infra, for a critique
of the bankruptcy of behaviorism when it comes to the problem
of accounting for the meaning of signs, either signals or designators.

Anyone who understands the analysis here given of the implicative
meaning of signals and the denotative-connotative meaning of desig-
nators should be able to discern the utter speciousness of the stimu-
lus-response theory of signs and their meaning. For prime examples
of the theory in question, see Charles Morris, Signs, Language and
Behavior, 1946; Signification and Significance, 1964; B. F. Skinner,
Verbal Bebavior, 1957; Charles E, Osgood, Method and Theory in
Experimental Psychology, pp. 690—699; C. E. Osgood, G. Suci, and
P. Tannenbaum, “The Logic of Semantic Differentiation,” in Psy-
cholinguistics, ed. by S. Saporta, 1961: pp. 286—289.

It must be remembered that the S-R theory is offered as an ac-
count of verbal signs in human linguistic behavior, and not merely
as an explanation of the functioning of non-verbal signs in the
behavior of non-linguistic animals. On the very face of it, it is
apparent that the S-R formulation cannot account for the meaning
of designators, since it claims that a word which elicits a particular
response gets its meaning from the stimulus (the perceived object)
to which that response is made or which arouses a disposition to
respond in certain ways, This amounts to saying that a word naming
an object gets its designative meaning from that object-as-perceived.
As Section 5 of this chapter will clearly show, the designative sig-
nificance of names cannot be thus explained.

The analysis presented in Section 4 will reveal that the S-R theory
is equally befuddled in its attempt to explain the implicative or
if-then meaning of signals in buman bebavior. Here the central error
consists in deriving the meaning of the signal from the response or
disposition to respond to which it gives rise instead of recognizing
that the response is itself determined by the apprehended meaning
of the signal. The fact that the same signal with the same meaning
can give rise to opposite responses and to quite contingent and
variable ones shows that these responses are a consequence of, not
a source of, the signal’s meaning. The picture presented by the S-R
theory of signs in human behavior is a fictitious concoction that does
not even have the relevance of a false scientific theory.

Professor Price’s criticism of the behavioristic formulation centers
on the point that it attempts to treat all signs (including designators)
as if they were signals (see Thinking and Experience, pp. 185—187,
191, 194, 197—201). He refers to it as “the signal theory of mean-
ing.” Professor Price’s criticism does not go far enough. The defect
in the behavioristic or S-R theory is not only that it cannot explain
the meaning of designators, but also that it is irrelevant to the way
in which signals function in human behavior. On the other hand,
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the S-R formulation may go a long way toward accounting for the
functioning of cues in animal behavior. (These cues may be verbal
or non-verbal; but when they are verbal, they do not have the mean-
ings that words have, either as designators or as signals.) Learned
cues that, through conditioning, become operative as substitute
stimuli function meaninglessly; that is, without any prior apprehen-
sion of the meaning of the signal on the part of the animal respond-
ing to the cue. If this is so, then in the behavior of non-linguistic
animals, no signs at all—not even signals, much less designators—
are operative; for if a sign is always meaningful, then the word
“signal” is being used equivocally when it is used, on the one hand,
for the meaningless cues that function in animal behavior and, on
the other hand, for the meaningful signals, verbal or non-verbal,
that function in human behavior. What I am saying, in short, is
that, to whatever extent S-R formulations account for cue-function-
ing in animal behavior, they do so without any reference to mean-
ing or significance; hence, these same formulations cannot account
for the functioning of signs (signals or designators) in human be-
havior, because here the apprehension of meaning must be taken
into account, which is precisely what the S-R formulations can-
not do. '

6. Cf.Price, Thinking and Experience, pp. 160—164, 213—214, 231-233.
7. See the references given in Chapter ro, note 17.

8. Professor Price, as already pointed out, erroneously supposes that
concepts must be attributed to non-linguistic animals in order to
explain their reactions to signals (see Thinking and Experience, pp.
90~94, 98, 103~104, 200—-203). He would be mistaken even if the
signals that function in animal behavior operated meaningfully, for
the attainment of perceptual memories and abstractions would suf-
fice to explain the apprehension of the generalized significance of
signals, Concept-formation by non-linguistic animals would not have
to be posited. See supra, Chapter 9, note 8, and cf. Chapter 10, note
9. But Professor Price is even more fundamentally in error if the
learned cues that function in animal behavior operate meaninglessly,
and so can be explained entirely in S-R terms and by reference to
conditioning (see note §, supra).

9. Cf. Price, Thinking and Experience, pp. 214-233, 268, 273-274. |
cannot stress too much the point that the linked denotative and
connotative meanings of a designator do not derive from a single
concept, but from a whole set of related concepts. This point, it
seems to me, is related to the point that Geach is making when he
maintains that no one knows the designative meaning of a naming-
word unless he can use it meaningfully in a sentence. As thus used,
the single word’s meaning involves a whole set of concepts—the
set of concepts that confer meaning upon the sentence (see Mental
Acts, pp. 11~16).
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10, The triadic theory of the significance or meaning of words (more
specifically, of names, or signs that are designators) was first stated
by Aristotle in two sentences in the opening chapter of his treatise
On Interpretation (16°3~8). Both because of its brevity and because
Aristotle was not concerned with the problem of meaning as later
generations have come to face it, the statement is obscure and has
been subject to misunderstanding. It is clear with regard to the
three distinct elements that are involved (the verbal sign, the things
that we use language to talk about, and our understanding or knowl-
edge of these things); but it is imprecise about the relation of these
three elements. The theory, as stated by Aristotle, simply points
out that we cannot use words to talk about things of which we
have no knowledge or undersanding at all; and so the significance
of our words, when we do talk about things that we know or under-
stand, involves our knowledge or understanding of those things.
In sharp contrast to this triadic theory of meaning are a variety of
dyadic theories that, in one way or another, try to explain the
significance of names or designators without employing, as the
pivotal element in the explanation, our knowledge or understanding
of the things signified. It is my contention that all dyadic theories
fail to solve the problem or, worse, fail to understand the problem
for which they are offered as solutions. But I am not saying that
all triadic theories succeed in solving the problem. There is a cor-
rect and an incorrect version of the triadic theory. The incorrect
version of it, which had its origin in Locke, committed a funda-
mental error that not only prevented it from solving the problem,
but also resulted in the rejection of the triadic theory itself and
led to the effort to substitute one or another dyadic theory for it.

Only within the general context of a correct theory of knowledge
can we find a correct statement of the triadic theory. Only when
the concept is treated (as in Aristotle and Aquinas) as that by which
we know or understand (id quo), never as that which we know or
understand (id quod), does the correct version of the triadic theory
result: the object known or understood is that which our designa-
tive words signify; the object as understood is that which is sig-
nified. Since our concepts are that by which we understand the
objects we know, they are also that by which our words signify
those objects as known; they are themselves never the objects
signified.

Unfortunately, even in the correct version, the triadic theory has
often been stated in a way that leads to misunderstanding. Not only
are there three distinct elements in the theory (the verbal sign, the
concept, and the significate or object signified); but there are also
three distinct relations involved: (i) the relation, R,, between
verbal sign and concept; (ii) the relation, R,, between concept and
object understood; and (iii) the relation, R;, between the verbal
sign and the object signified as understood. In traditional statements
of the correct version of the triadic theory, one word has often
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been used to name all three relations; thus, it is said that the verbal
sign signifies the concept, that the concept signifies the object
known, and that the verbal sign signifies the object as known. The
philosophers who made such statements were not led into error by
this triple use of the word “signifies” because within the general
context of their theory of the concept as id quo, never id quod,
they used that one word in quite distinct senses when they used
it to relate the verbal sign to the concept, the concept to the object
. known, and the verbal sign to the object as known. They recognized
that the verbal sign signifies the object-as-known through the
medium of the concept as that by which the object known is under-
stood. See, for example, Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 1, 13, 1.

To prevent misunderstanding by contemporary readers who are
not habituated to the distinction between id quo and id quod, 1
propose to use three distinct words to name the three distinct rela-
tions involved in the correct version of the triadic theory of mean-
ing. I reserve the word “signifies” or “means” for the relation, R,,
between the verbal sign and its significate, the object signified. For
the relation, R,, between the verbal sign and the concept, I will use
the word “evokes.” And for the relation, R,, between the concept
of an object and the object understood, I will use the word “repre-
sents” or “makes known.” Thus, the verbal sign “dog” evokes (R,)
the concept dog, which represents or makes known (R,) the animal
dog, and through the functioning of these two relations, the verbal
sign “dog” signifies (R;) the animal dog. When we say that the
meaningless sound or mark becomes the meaningful name “dog”
we are saying that it has acquired, through linkage with the concept
dog, the power to evoke that concept and, through it, to signify
the animal dog that is understood and made known by the concept
dog. And when we say that the mark or sound “dog” has thus ac-
quired the meaning which makes it a designative sign or name, and
that the concept of dogs is the meaning that it has acquired, we
must observe that, in using the word “meaning” itself twice, we
have used it in two distinct ways. A current distinction between
sense and reference helps us to clarify this point. The meaning
which is the concept dog is the sense of the word “dog.” The mean-
ing which the word “dog” bas, through evoking the concept by
which the object is understood, is the reference of the word “dog”;
i.e., the significate or object signified is its referent. Hence when
we speak of the meaning of the word “dog,” we must always dis-
tinguish its sense (meaning,) and its reference (meaning,). And
when we say that concepts are meanings, whereas verbal signs only
bave meanings, we must always be clear that concepts as meanings
give sense to our words, but are never its referents; and that the
meaning which our words have is always twofold—their sense, on
the one hand, and their reference, on the other..

I said earlier that the incorrect version of the triadic theory origi-
nated with John Locke. It does so in the context of a theory of
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knowledge and ideas that makes ideas the objects (id quod) of the
mind when the mind thinks. Hence when Locke comes to explain
the meaning that words acquire and have, he cannot help but make
ideas the objects that they signify—their significates or referents.
“Words, in their primary or immediate signification,” Locke writes,
“stand for nothing but the ideas in the mind of him that uses them”
(Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Book III, Chapter ii,
Section 2). Cf. ibid., Section 5. The distinction between sense and
reference is lost; ideas or concepts are no longer treated as the
medium through which words signify things known or understood,
thus giving a word the sense by which it is able to refer to a thing.
When the triadic theory of meaning is mentioned—and either em-
braced or rejected—by twentieth-century writers, it is always the
incorrect Lockean version, never the correct Aristotelian version,
of the theory that they have in mind. See C. K. Ogden and 1. A.
Richards, The Meaning of Meaning, 1923: pp. 49 ff.; Stephen Ull-
mann, The Principles of Semantics, 1963: pp. 71~72; N. E. Christen-
sen, “A Proof That Meanings Are Neither Ideas Nor Concepts,”
in Analysis, Volume XVII, No. 1, October, 1956, pp. 10-13. Chris-
tensen’s proof that words do not signify concepts or ideas amounts
to no more than a showing that concepts are not the referents or
significates of verbal signs, which is precisely what the correct
version of the triadic theory maintains. Only the incorrect version
makes the mistake against which Christensen argues; he does not
seemn to be aware of the Aristotelian version of the theory.

The Institute for Philosophical Research is currently engaged in
the study of the whole discussion of language and thought and espe-
cially the problem of meaning. We have examined most of the
major twentieth-century treatments of this subject. We have found
only two contemporary writers who indicate some awareness of the
correct version of the triadic theory of meaning: J. N. Findlay (see
“Use, Usage, and Meaning,” in Clarity Is Not Enough, pp. 429441,
esp. pp. 440—441); and R. Chisholm (see the reference to him in
note 11, infra). Others among contemporaries who comment on
the triadic theory are either unacquainted with the Aristotelian ver-
sion or so misunderstand it that they treat that version and the
Lockean version as if they were identical, e.g., Ogden and Richards
and those who have criticized Ogden and Richards. The rest mani-
fest no awareness at all of the triadic theory in its correct version
and, in addition, do not seem to understand the problem that it tried
to solve and succeeded in solving.

Professor Findlay’s article, cited above, first appeared as a reply
to a paper presented by Gilbert Ryle in an Aristotelian Society
Symposium on meaning and use (see Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society, Supplementary Volume XXXV, 1961: pp. 223—230). Find-
lay clearly showed the inadequacy of the Wittgensteinian theory
that the meaning of words in ordinary language is notbing but their
use. That theory is, in its own terms, unable to explain how origi-
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nally meaningless marks or sounds acquire meaning; rules of usage
or conventions of use cannot adequately explain this, for the role
they play needs to be explained; and as Findlay points out, the
explanation presupposes the existence of meanings as intentions of
the mind. (Compare Findlay’s criticism of the theory that meaning
is use with the criticism offered by J. N. Mohanty in Edwmund
Husserl’s Theory of Meaning, 1963: pp. 38—41.)

Among the leading advocates of the “meaning is use” theory are
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, 1953; Gilbert
Ryle, “The Theory of Meaning,” in British Philosophy in Mid-
Century, ed. by C. A. Mace, 1957; N. E. Christensen, On the Nature
of Meanings, 1961, and William Alston, Philosophy of Language,
1964. Among those writers who advance a dyadic theory of mean-
ing are W. V. Quine, Word and Object, 1960; Charles Morris, Sig-
nification and Significance, 1964; and B. F, Skinner, Verbal Behavior,
1957. For critical discussions of diverse theories of meaning, see
L. Antal, Questions of Meaning, 1963, and Content, Meaning, and
Understanding, 1964; L. J. Cohn, The Diversity of Meaning, 1963;
N. E. Christensen, On the Nature of Meanings, 1961; A. J. Ayer,
“Meaning and Intentionality,” in Proceedings of the 12th Inter-
national Congress of Philosopby, Volume 1, 1958; P. Henle, “The
Problem of Meaning,” in Proceedings of the American Philosopbical
Association, Volume XXVII, 1953—54; James W. Cornman, Meta-
physics, Reference and Language, 1966.

One writer who appears to state the triadic theory in a way that
very roughly corresponds to the correct version rejects it for a
reason that completely begs the question. See C. E. Osgood, Method
and Theory in Experimental Psychology, pp. 691—692. Earlier Pro-
fessor Osgood concedes the fact that, in order to explain man’s
linguistic behavior, “meaning must be brought into the picture
somehow,” and then he adds “here’s the rub——meaning has no ac-
cepted material correlate, If we are to hold to our materialistic
moorings, we must postulate material events for meanings” (ibid.,
p. 681). In a later essay, Osgood, in collaboration with Suci and
Tannenbaum, again presents the triadic theory, attributing the best
statement of it to Ogden and Richards, and calling it the “mental-
istic view” of meaning; and concludes by saying: “If a dualistic
view [i.e., a non-materialistic view] is harmonious with the truth,
then the Ogden iand Richards theory is the most tenable one avail-
able” (“The Logic of Semantic Variation,” in Psycholinguistics, ed.
by S. Saporta, pp. 285—286). The question whether concepts as
meanings can or cannot be adequately explained in neurophysio-
logical terms is posterior to the question whether concepts as mean-
ings must be posited in order to give a satisfactory explanation of
man’s linguistic behavior. If they must be posited in order to explain
man’s use of names or designators, then they must be posited
whether or not an adequate neurophysiological explanation can be
given of the power and process of conceptual thought; and whether
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or not the materialistic position is sustained or infirmed as a result.
To assume the truth of metaphysical behaviorism as Osgood does,
and then to make that assumption the reason for rejecting the triadic
theory of meaning, is to beg the question in a most flagrant fashion.
(There is no conflict between the triadic theory of meaning and
methodological behaviorism; Aristotelian psychology is methodo-
logically behaviorist.) If the triadic theory of meaning is the only
one that solves the problem of how originally meaningless marks
or sounds acquire meaning and become meaningful names or desig-
nators, then it must be adopted no matter what consequences it may
have for the issue concerning the adequacy of neurophysiological
explanations of conceptual thought. The procedure followed in this
book does not beg that question. Having established man’s psycho-
logical difference in kind from other animals by virtue of his having
the power of conceptual thought that they totally lack, we must
still face the question whether that difference in kind is superficial
or radical—whether the action of the brain is the sufficient cause
of conceptual thought, or only a necessary but not the sufficient
cause of it.

1. The statement that concepts are meanings will be understood
only by those who also understand that concepts are that by wbhich
(id quo) we understand or know whatever we understand or know,
never that wbhich (id quod) we understand or know. See supra,
Chapter 10, note 8 and #nfra, Chapter 12, note 41. That which is
understood or known by means of our concepts (i.e., the object
known or understood) is also that which is meant by the words
we use designatively (i.e., the object signified). The concept that
functions as the means whereby we understand the kind of thing
a dog is also functions as the means whereby we are able to use the
word “dog” to signify this particular conceived in a certain way
or to signify a certain class or kind to which particulars conceived
in this way belong. The meaning of the designative sign is an object
that we understand or conceive in a certain way; that object—the
thing signified or the significate—is that which the designative sign
or signifier means; the concept is that by which the sign means the
object, never that which the sign means.

Hence to say that concepts are¢ meanings is not to say that con-
cepts are the significates of signs, but rather to say that concepts
are the tertium quid through which signs mean their significates.
The word “dog” does not mean the concept dog; the word “dog”
means the perceived particular understood in a certain way or the
class to which it belongs; the concept through which the perceived
particular is understood is the meaning through which the word
“dog” means the perceived particular conceived as a dog.

Just as concepts, as the id gquo of our knowing or understanding,
are not inspectable entities in our experience, so neither are the mean-
ings whereby signs signify their significates. Hence to say that we
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apprehend the meaning of a sign is not to say that we apprehend
that whereby it means (the meaning itself which is a concept), but
rather to say that we apprehend that wbhich it means (the object it
signifies through the concept by which we understand that object).
It is of the utmost importance to distinguish these two ways in
which we use the word “meaning” when we speak of the meaning
of a sign: (a) on the one hand, for that whick is meant—the signifi-
cate or object signified; (b) on the other hand, for that by which or
that through which the sign signifies its significate. As we saw earlier
(see note 10, supra), the meaning of “meaning” which is (2) above
is the referent of the verbal sign, the meaning of “meaning” which
is (b) above is its sense. It is only as the sense of a verbal sign that
the meaning is a concept; as the reference of a verbal sign, the mean-
ing is never a concept, but always an object conceived or understood.
Cf. Jacques Maritain, Ransoming the Time, 1941: pp. 222—223.

A letter written by Professor Chisholm to Professor Sellars covers
many of the points in the foregoing analysis of meaning. See Minne-
stota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Volume II, p. 533. In this
letter, Professor Chisholm enunciates seven theses. Instead of quoting
them here, I am going to paraphrase them in order to avoid confu-
sion, because where I use the word “concepts,” Chisholm uses the
word “thoughts,” and where I use the word “meaning,” Chisholm
uses the word “intentional.” The seven theses, paraphrased accord-
ingly, are as follows. '

(1) Concepts are meanings: they are that whereby something

is meant.

(2) Linguistic entities (names, sentences) are meaningful, ie.,
have meanings.

(3) Nothing else is a meaning or meaningful. (This thesis, in
my judgment, requires qualification, for non-verbal signs can
be meaningful.)

(4) Concepts would be meanings even if there were no mean-
ingful linguistic entities (or signs, verbal or non-verbal, that
have meaning).

(5) But for man’s having concepts, linguistic entities would not
be meaningful. If there were no men, then the mark or noise
“hund”—if somehow occasionally it got produced—would not
mean dog.

(6) Concepts, through being meanings, are the source of the
meanings possessed by meaningful signs; i.e., nothing would be
meaningful or have meaning were it not for the fact that con-
cepts are meanings.

(7) Hence concepts are peculiar in that they have an important
characteristic which nothing else in the world has, namely, the
characteristic described in (6) above.

r2. Notwithstanding Locke’s fundamental mistake in treating ideas
as the objects signified by names, it is to his credit that he so clearly
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recognized that the signification of our general or common names
cannot be explained without reference to our possession of what he
sometimes calls “general or universal ideas,” and sometimes “abstract
ideas.” See Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 11, i, 3; 11,
iti, 6~11. Where Locke succeeds in some measure, Berkeley and
Hume, confronting the same problem (the problem of explaining
the signification of general names) fail signally; see Berkeley’s Prin-
ciples of Natural Knowledge, Introduction, paragraphs 10—18; and
Hume’s Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Part 1, Section
X1, Part 1, 122. The nominalism of Berkeley and Hume, which
prevents them from explaining how common names signify kinds
or classes, was probably caused in part by the influence on them
of Locke’s own confusion of the process of concept-formation (by
which “general or universal ideas” are formed) and the process of
perceptual generalization which gives rise to perceptual abstractions
(ie., generalized images), but not concepts (i.e., general ideas).
Even if Berkeley and Hume had been empirically correct in deny-
ing generalized or abstract images, they would still be wrong; their
basic failure stems from their blindness to the distinction between
perceptions, memories, and images, on the one hand, and concepts,
on the other. Like Locke, they used the word “idea” primarily for
sensations or perceptions and lacked a word for conceptual thought
as something quite distinct from all perceptual processes. Locke’s
awareness of the distinction could not help but be obscured by his
treatment of general and universal ideas as if they were the same
as abstract ideas. In a section headed “Brutes abstract not,” he writes:
“We observe no footsteps in them of making use of general signs
for universal ideas; from which we have reason to imagine that they
have not the faculty of abstracting, or making general ideas, since
they have no use of words, or any other general signs” (op. cit.,
II, xi, 10). The section should have been headed: “Brutes do not
form concepts”; for, through perceptual generalization and discrimi-
nation, brutes do attain perceptual abstractions. On this confusion
in Locke, which, unfortunately, he shares to some extent, see Price,
Thinking and Experience, pp. 43, 98, 200; and on Locke’s superi-
ority to Berkeley and Hume in dealing with the problem of verbal
signs and their meanings, see ibid., pp. 288—289, 291, 296, 302, 327—
332, 354, 357-

13. If animals had the power of conceptual thought and could under-
stand, for the things they were able to perceive, the kind of thing
each was, then, given the equipment to make sounds which many
animals have, they should be able to name things and make sen-
tences. The fact that they do not name things and make sentences
is fairly weighty evidence that they are not able to do so. This,
in turn, forces us to the conclusion that they do not have the power
of conceptual thought. This conclusion can hardly be negatived by
saying that animals do have the power of conceptual thought, which
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enables them to name things and make sentences, but, for reasons
known only to them, they do not choose to exercise the power and
engage in propositional speech,

14. If animals do not have concepts at all, then their perceptual expe-
rience is not of the same order as human perceptual experience,
for the latter is always or for the most part illuminated by an under-
standing of the objects perceived that is totally absent from the
perceptual experience of animals. Without concepts operative at the
moment of perception, all that animals perceive in a set of similar
objects is what is sensibly common to them. They do not perceive
a set or series of similar objects—all functioning as equivalent stimuli
in Kliiver’s sense of that term—as particular instances of a class or
kind that they understand. In short, when rats react to different
triangles in terms of their sameness as triangles, they do not per-
ceive this set or series of visible forms as particular instances of
triangularity, for they have no concept of triangle, no understand-
ing of triangularity as such. Hence the perceptual abstractions
attained by animals cannot be regarded as functionally -the same
kind of cognitive dispositions as the perceptual abstractions attained
by men; for, in the human case, the perceptual abstractions always
or for the most part function in conjunction with concepts, so that
when the object is perceived, the perception is infused with an
understanding of the kind of thing it is. Unless one understands
what a triangle is, one cannot perceive this visible shape as a triangle,
even though, by means of a perceptual abstraction, one may be able
to recognize this shape and that shape as being of the same kind.
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about the meaning or reference of verbal expressions has the same
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XX, No. 1, September, 1966, pp. 120 ff. As Bernstein points out,
what distinguishes Sellars from other contemporary writers, such as
Chisholm and Price, who make use of Brentano’s theory of the inten-
tionality of mental acts, is that Sellars, unlike the others, restricts
intentionality to thoughts alone and does not extend it to sensations
and feelings. In taking this position, Sellars departs not only from the
theory of intentionality as revived in a somewhat corrupt form by
Brentano, but also from it in its earlier and better statement by Aris-
totle and Aquinas (see Sellars’ “Aristotelian Philosophies of Mind,”
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z0. In op. cit., p. 174. “Machine performances,” Putnam writes, “may
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this, he may go through a work like Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures
carefully, and note that at no place is the assumption employed that
the corpus of utterances studied by the linguist was produced by
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empirical semantics as Ziff’s Semantic Analysis and observe that the
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semantics, treat all linguistic operations and processes without any
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signs (especially designators), Professor Putnam would reply by
saying, as he does: “Of course, the objection to ‘behavioristic’ lin-
guistics might really be an objection to all attempts at scientific
linguistics. But this possibility I feel justified in dismissing” (ibid.,
p- 174). See Warren McCulloch’s comment on Chomsky’s “analysis
of context-free, phrase-structured language,” as inapplicable to the
linguistic behavior of man, because, as McCulloch points out, “no
natural language is ever context-free, even when it is written care-
fully” (in The Great Ideas Today, 1966: p. 332).

21. In op. cit., pp. 224—225. Cf. ibid., pp. 220~224. And see Price’s
critique of contingent identity, in ibid., pp. 234-235.
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23. Aristotle and Aquinas reject the psychophysical dualism of Plato
and Descartes (involving a duality of substance—body and mind,
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unity of man: for them, man is one substance, not a composite of
two. See Aristotle, On the Soul, 11, 1; Aquinas, Summa Theologica,
I, 75, 76. They also reject psychophysical interactionism on the
same ground advanced by the proponents of the identity hypothesis;
namely, that in positing a many-one and one-many relationship
between the acts or states of the mind and acts or states of the body,
it disregards the weight of empirical evidence that there is a one-
one relationship between the psychical and the physical.

24. On the one hand, the reductive materialists go to the extreme
of denying the analytical or logical separability of mind and body.
On the other hand, the extreme immaterialists deny the existential
inseparability, i.e., the empirical and contingent inseparability, of
mind and body. The two moderate positions—the one advanced
by proponents of the identity hypothesis and the one held by Aris-
totle and Aquinas—agree in rejecting both of these extremist denials;
i.e., they affirm both the logical separability of mind and body, and
also the empirical and contingent existential inseparability of mind
and body (i.e., a one-one relationship between them, the assertion
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a necessary condition of mental acts).
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much less misleading answer is that I think with my brain. For at
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good empirical evidence that a certain condition of the brain is
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a certain condition of the brain is causally necessary for the occur-
rence of any perceptual activity. And the only reason I can find
why the brain should be regarded as specifically the organ of
thought, as opposed to perception, is that in the case of thought
no other organ conspicuously intervenes” (Thinking and Meaning,
p. 5, italics added).

The moderate immaterialists would agree with Professor Ayer
that the brain is a necessary condition of thought, and they would
be more precise than he is in his statement about perception, for
with regard to perception they would say that the sense-organs
and the brain togetber are not only a necessary, but the sufficient
condition. The question in issue—whether the brain is oznly a neces-
sary, or is also the sufficient, condition of thought—is unanswered
by Ayer, though there are ample indications that he, like Ryle,
would be inclined to answer: sufficient as well as necessary. With
regard to Ayer’s position on the question in issue, the best indica-
tion is, perhaps, to be found in this Inaugural Lecture itself, where
he argues against Professor Price’s theory of the intentionality of
mental acts and tries to solve the problem of the meaning of signs
without reference to concepts or their objects (see ibid., pp. 20—25).
For a discussion of Ayer’s views vis-a-vis those of Price, see J. N.
Mohanty, Edmund Husserl’s Theory of Meaning, 1964: pp. 5—7.

28. See Aristotle, Oz the Soul, 1, 1—2; Aquinas, Summa Theologica,
I, 76, 8; I, 77, 4, Resp. and ad 3; I, 78, 3—4.
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31. See Aristotle, On the Soul, 111, 2; Aquinas, Summa Theologica,
Lo1z2,4 1,14, 51, 14,2 ad 1; 1, 18, 3; 1, 8s, 1.

32. See John Locke, Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 1V,
iii, 6. Here Locke declares that, apart from Divine revelation, we
cannot be certain that an omnipotent power did not give a fitly
disposed system of matter the power to think as well as to perceive.
Cf. ibid., IV, x, 9; and II, xxiii, 13.

33. The argument that I regard as fallacious is the one concerning
contraries; namely, that contrary qualities are never co-present in
sensation or perception, and cannot be, because sensation and per-
ception are bodily acts, and matter does not admit of the simul-
taneous presence of contraries; whereas contraries are sometimes
co-present in our intellectual apprehensions (see Aquinas, Sumima
Theologica, 1, 76, 6). Even if this were true, it would not establish
the immateriality of the intellect; for a number is, as such, an
immaterial entity, and it does not admit of simultaneous contraries:
an integer cannot be both odd and even.

The other argument is based on what is claimed to be an empiri-
cally observed difference between the senses and the intellect. Aris-
totle writes: “After strong stimulation of a sense we are less able
to exercise it than before, as, e.g., in the case of a loud sound we
cannot hear easily immediately after, or in the case of a bright color
or a powerful order we cannot see or smell; but in the case of the
mind, thought about an object that is highly intelligible renders it
more and not less able afterwards to think about objects that are
less intelligible: the reason is that while the faculty of sensation is
dependent upon the body, mind is separable from it” (On the Soul,
111, 4, 429°31—429°4). If the facts are as claimed, this argument might
have the force assigned to it by Aristotle and Aquinas (see Surmma
Theologica, 1, 75, 3, Resp. and ad 2). But while the observation
concerning the temporary impairment of the sense-organs by intense
stimulation is well-authenticated, we have no equally well-estab-
lished empirical evidence concerning the invigoration of our mind
by objects of thought that would be comparable, in the sphere of
intellection, to intense lights and sounds in the sphere of vision and
hearing.

34. In Mind, Matter, and Method, pp. 92—102.

35. Ibid., p. 101. Matson cites Feigl’s enumeration of the isms gen-
erated by the mind-body problem: “materialism, mentalism, mind-
body interactionism, evolutionary emergence theories, psychoneuro-
physiological parallelism (epiphenomenalism, isomorphism, double
aspect theories), and neutral monism”; and then adds: “Aristotle
would have been baffled by all this” (ibid., p. 96).

36. 1bid., p. 93.
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37. The relevant passages in Aristotle’s treatise On the Soul are cited
in notes 28, 29, and 31 supra.

38. See On the Soul, 111, 4, 429" 18—42923.

39. In addition to the passages in the Summa Theologica cited in
notes 28-31 supra, see the following for other and more extended
presentations of arguments for the immateriality of the intellect:
Summa Contra Gentiles trans. by ]J. F. Anderson under the title,
“On the Truth of the Catholic Faith,” Book II, 1956: Chapters 49
(4), (8); 50 (3), (7)5 51 (4); 59 (3), (4); 62 (4); 66 (3)—(6);
69; 75 (8), (13); 79 (7), (15). See also Aquinas treatise Disputed
Questions on the Soul, trans. by J. B. Rowan, 1949: pp. 180—-182.

40. For example, in their introduction to Computers and Thought,
1963, E. A. Feigenbaum and J. Feldman raise the question about
the prospects of carrying experiments with artificial or machine
intelligence to the point where a manufactured robot will be able
to do everything that a human mind can do. “Is there any reason to
suppose that we shall never get there?” they ask; and their answer
is: “None whatever. Not a single piece of evidence, no logical argu-
ment, no proof or theorem has ever been advanced which demon-
strates an insurmountable hurdle along the continuum” (p. 8). Either
they are totally unaware of the arguments advanced by Aristotle
and Aquinas, or they have studied them carefully and rejected them
as not logical or not demonstrative. Of these two alternatives, my
guess is that the first is more likely. What is true of Feigenbaum and
Feldman and their colleagues in the field of computer technology
is equally true of most, if not all, of the twentieth-century philos-
ophers who have been cited in this chapter either as proponents or
as opponents of the identity hypothesis. In spite of the fact that
philosophical behaviorists who are moderate materialists have much
in common with Aristotle, they fail to recognize and profit from
that affinity. One is inclined to wonder what effect The Concept of
Mind might have had upon contemporary thought if Ryle, in taking
his strong stand against the Cartesian dualism that has pervaded
modern thought, had seen himself, not as standing in Aristotle’s
shoes, but as standing on his shoulders.

41. The argument briefly summarized on pages 220-222 deserves
expansion for those who may be interested in its details. The argu-
ment rests on two controlling principles, both metaphysical: one
with respect to the metaphysics of knowledge (note: the meta-
physics, not the psychology, of knowledge); the other with respect
to the metaphysics of existence relative to knowing and things
known. 1 will first expound these two principles, and 1 will then
state the argument that puts them to use.

(1) Tbhe metapbysics of knowledge: the relation of knower and
known. The process of knowing is such that there must be some-
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thing in the knower whereby he knows that which he knows.
Let us call that by which the knower knows whatever it is that
he knows the “quo” of knowing. Let us call that which the
knower knows in any act of knowing, the “quod” of knowing.

To deny the quod of knowing is to assert that there is knowl-
edge without an object known; which is impossible. Nothing is
here being assumed about the manner of existence of the object
known. All that is being asserted is that for every act of knowing
there is an object known.

To deny the guo of knowing is to assert that there is knowledge
without any factor in the knower that accounts for his knowing
that which he knows. Nothing is here being assumed about the
manner of existence of that cognitive factor—the quo of knowing
—whatever it is. All that is being asserted is that for every act of
knowing there is a cognitive factor in the knower—that whereby
he knows whatever it is that he knows.

To this distinction between the guod and the quo of knowing,
it may be objected that they are one and the same thing. To say
this is to say that knowing is like eating. Just as the thing to be
eaten becomes the thing being eaten by entering into the body
of the eater, so the thing to be known becomes the thing being
known by entering into the mind of the knower. According to
this view of knowledge, there is no quo of knowing, for the quod
of knowing—that ‘'which is known—is itself in the knower, just
as the food is itself in the eater. The falsity of this view can be
seen as follows. The physical and chemical properties of the thing
to be eaten are present in the process of that thing’s being eaten,
and enter into the explanation of its nutritive value. But if the
physical and chemical properties of the thing to be known were
present in the process of that thing’s being known, then fire per-
ceived would burn the perceiver, which is not the case.

It may also be objected that, although the guod of knowing
nevet enters into the constitution of the knower, as food enters
into the constitution of the eater, knowing involves nothing more
than the attention of the knower to that which is known. To say
this is to say that knowing is like illumination. The act of knowing
is like a beam of light thrown on the knowable, thereby making
it known. According to this view of knowledge, there may be a
quo of knowing, but it is not something in the knower, any more
than the beam of light that illuminates an object is in the source
of the illumination. The act of knowing, like the act of illumi-
nating, is a transitive action by the knower on the knowable,
rendering it known, without there being anything in the knower
whereby he knows that which he knows.

The falsity of this view can be seen as follows: If the act of
knowing were a transitive act merely changing the object from
the knowable to the known, then the known object would always
be present to the knower exactly as it is, and there could be no
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explanation of how we make errors in our knowledge of things,
or assert false claims to knowing that which does not exist at all
or does not exist as we claim to know it. The evidence of illusions
and hallucinations in the field of perception is sufficient to dismiss
this view of knowing which makes it analogous to “lighting up”
the object known.

We are, therefore, left with a real distinction between the guod
and the quo of knowing—between that which we know and that
whereby we know that which we know. In addition, we can now
assert two things about the guo. (a) It is something that exists
in the knower—exists in some manner, but, in any case, exists
apart from the existence of the guod. (In the case of hallucina-
tions, it is the existence of the guo unaccompanied by the exist-
ence of the quod which accounts for the perceptual error that is
made by the subject of the hallucination.) (b) Since the guo is
not identical with gquod as something present in or present to the
knower, the quo is representative of the quod. This second point
requires 2 word of further explanation. To speak of the gquo—
the cognitive factor in the knower-—as a representation of the
quod (that which is known) is to assert two things, one negative,
the other positive. The negative point is simply the assertion of
the non-identity of quod and gquo. The positive point is the asser-
tion of a similitude between guod and quo.

If the guod and the quo of knowing are not identical, which
means that they are two distinct entities, then either there is some
relation between them, or none. But knowledge is a relation be-
tween knower and known; hence it cannot be the case that there
is no relation between the quo and the guod of knowing. Now,
if there is some relation between the guo and quod of knowing,
it is either a relation of similitude or some other type of relation.
The only other type of relation that could explain the act of
knowing is a causal relation. That the guod—the object known—
is in some way a cause of knowing need not, and probably can-
not, be questioned; but that does not explain how the guo—that
whereby we know that which we know—is the cause of our
knowing. So far as I can see, the only explanation of the efficacy
of the guo as somehow a cause of our knowing that which we
know lies in its having a similitude to the gquod—that which is
known, This can be tested by a reductio ad absurdum. Try to
conceive the quo as having no similitude whatsoever to the guod,
and stll try to understand how it functions as that whereby we
know that which we know. If you find this impossible, as I do,
you will conclude, as I do, that the quo of knowing is something
in the knower that, by virtue of its similitude to the quod of
knowing, represents the latter and so can function as that whereby
we know that which we know.

One point of explanation is necessary. The similitude between
quo and guod, by virtue of which the guo is representative of
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the guod, is not itself knowable, ie., it cannot be an object of
knowledge. Another way of saying this is that the quo is self-
effacing: being that whereby we know, its whole being consists
in its functioning to make the guod known. This is the meaning
of “representation.” It makes something other than itself present;
namely, the object known, the quod. That is why, traditionally,
the guo of knowing is called an “intentional being,” something
whose whole being consists in intending another. To function as
a representation is to function intentionally.

In order not to beg, at this point, any questions about concep-
tual thought, let me illustrate the foregoing analysis of knowledge
by applying it to perceptual processes, and especially to what
contemporary psychologists, neurologists, and computer technol-
ogists, call “perceptual abstractions”—that whereby the machine
or the animal (non-human as well as human) reacts to sensible
shapes or patterns in such a manner that the animal or machine
can be said to cognize or apprebend the pattern. To explain a
cognition or apprehension of this sort, the scientists try to con-
struct, theoretically at least, the pattern that must exist in the
brain or in the electrical network of the machine, and that must
have sufficient similitude to the pattern being cognized or appre-
hended, in order that it may function as the quo of knowing. The
work done by Warren McCulloch in this field, especially his
famous essay on the perception of auditory and visual forms, to-
gether with the work on the Perceptron and similar devices, per-
fectly exemplify the point I am here making. To say that there
must be, in the nervous system or in the network of the Percep-
tron, a pattern that bears some resemblance to the pattern being
cognized or at least being reacted to in a discriminating way, is
to assert the need for a guo in the cognitive agent that has some
resemblance to the quod being cognized.

(2) The metaphysics of existence as applied to the quod and quo
of knowing. Let us begin by considering only that which can be
known or that which is known; for the moment, let us omit any
reference to that in us whereby we know whatever we know.
And, in order to avoid begging questions at this point in the
argument, let us also exclude reference to any type of known
object a particular instance of which cannot be perceived by the
senses.

With these restrictions in force, it can be asserted that all the
particulars we know or can know exist materially; that is, have
the physical properties of material things. This can be explained
as follows. We never perceive chair as such or tree as such, but
always this particular chair, or that particular tree. The particular
thing perceived is always a unique individual thing, non-identical
with any other instance of the same kind of thing, even though
it is also a particular instance of the same kind in those respects
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which do not make it this one unique individual. Things that are
otherwise alike as instances of the same kind have certain features
that distinguish them as individuals and make them so many dif-
ferent particular instances of the same kind. Principal among these
individuating marks or features are the unique spatio-temporal
determinations of the individual thing.

Since the spatio-temporal determinations of a thing are physical
properties of it, it can be asserted (a) that whatever exists as an
individual exists physically, i.e., has a material mode of existence;
(b) that whatever has a material mode of existence, exists as an
individual, i.e., exists with certain individuating features that make
it a unique existence as well as a particular instance of this or that
kind of thing. This equation of individual mode of existence with
material mode of existence applies to everything we know per-
ceptually. The things we know perceptually we know as indi-
viduals and as particular instances of kind. In other words, the
quod of perceptual knowledge always has the individuating marks
or features that betoken its material mode of existence. Now let
us ask about the guo of perceptual knowledge—the representative
factor in us whereby we perceive this or that individual thing
or particular instance. Applied to this question, the principle of
similitude between the guo and the quod of knowing yields the
following answer: to be that whereby we know something as an
individual, the quo must itself have individuating marks or fea-
tures. But it can have such marks or features only if it has a
material mode of existence. Hence we are brought to the conclu-
sion which, from other relevant evidence, we have every reason
to believe is the case; namely, that the quo in us that represents
the perceptually known object, and is that whereby we know it
as an individual, exists materially in us, specifically as a state or
pattern of our central nervous system.

(3) We are now in a position to state the argument for the im-

materiality of conceptual thought. First, let us recall that the
inference from man’s possession of propositional language to his
possession of the power of conceptual thought involves the fol-
lowing points. The sentences of propositional language are com-
posed, in part, of names or designators having denotative and
connotative significance. The originally meaningless physical
marks or sounds that are designators or names only when they
have such significance cannot get their meaning either from the
object designated or from our perception of the object designated.
To understand this, we need only remember that the particular
object named “poodle,” “dog,” “mammal,” etc.—each name
with a different denotative and connotative significance—is the
same individual thing under all these designations, and that our
perception of it as that individual thing remains the same as we
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apply different designations to it. This leads us to the conclusion
that, since it is not the object itself nor our perception of it that
bestows meaning on the marks or sounds we use as designators,
the only thing left that can bestow meaning is our conception or
understanding of the objects we name. Hence, in contradistinction
to percepts, concepts must be that whereby we know classes as
such. If we did not have percepts, whereby we know individuals
as such, we could not use proper names significantly to designate
this or that individual thing. So, if we did not have concepts,
whereby we know classes or kinds as such, we could not use
common or general names significantly to designate the class or
kind to which this and that individual belong as individually
particular instances.

Before we take the next and last step in the argument, let us
observe a certain parallelism between percepts and concepts.
Percepts and concepts function as the guo of knowing: they are
that in us whereby we know that which we know: in the one
case, the individual as such; in the other case, the various classes
or kinds to which the individual belongs. Percepts and concepts
are also the guo of meaning (that whereby our words get their
significance as designators): in the one case, our proper names;
in the other, our common or general names. They could not be
the second without being the first; that is, they could not be that
by which we use words meaningfully as proper or as common
names, if they were not, first of all, that by which we know that
which we know—either individuals as such or the classes of which
they are particular instances. The parallelism extends to one fur-
ther point; whatever is a guo of knowing must be a representation
or intention of the object known, existing in us; and, as a repre-
sentation whereby we know that which we know, it must have
an appropriate similitude to that which we know by means of it.

This brings us to the final step in the argument. We saw a little
earlier that perceptual representation, in order to function as the
quo of our knowing individuals as such, must have a mode of
existence akin to the mode of existence of that which is known
as an individual, If the latter exists materially under individuating
conditions, so must the perceptual representation whereby we
know it. Now if conceptual representations were also to exist in
the same way that perceptual representations do (i.e., materially,
as definite states of the central nervous system), they could not
function as the guo of our knowing classes or kinds as such. Hence
we must face the question: “How do classes or kinds—tradition-
ally called ‘universals’—exist?” -

One answer to this question is that they exist as such quite apart
from knowers. This answer carries with it the attribution to the
existent universal of a non-physical or immaterial mode of exist-
ence. Another answer to this question is that they exist as that
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which is common to a number of individuals, all of which are,
by virtue of their common characteristic, particular instances of
the universal. But, according to this answer, the universal does
not exist actually as a universal when it exists only as that which
is common to so many individuals; and it does not then exist
actually as a universal because it exists in matter, under individu-
ating conditions. A third answer to this question is that universals
exist, and now actually as universals, in the knower. They are, in
the knower, that whereby he knows what is common to a number
of individuals; or, in other words, the classes or kinds of which
individuals are particular instances. But they could not, as the quo
of knowing kinds or classes, be actual universals if they existed ma-
terially, for then they would exist under individuating conditions.

All these answers to the question about how universals exist
make the same point, namely, that a material mode of existence,
which entails individuating conditions, precludes the existence of
actual universals, either in the knower or apart from the knower.
We can see in passing that the nominalist who denies the exist-
ence of universals, in the knower as well as apart from the knower,
must either be a materialist, as in the case of Hobbes, or must,
as in the case of Berkeley and Hume, maintain that all knowledge
is by means of perceptions or perceptual residues. Since Berkeley
and Hume do not give a neurological account of perceptual
knowledge or thought, they fail to explain why our perceptual
representations cannot be universal (in their words, cannot be
“abstract or general ideas”).

Thus we reach the conclusion that conceptual representations,
which function as the quo of our knowing classes or kinds, can-
not exist in us in a material mode of existence. Perceptual repre-
sentations, which function as the guo or our knowing individuals
as such, do exist in us materially-—as states of our nervous system.
To deny that conceptual representations have a material mode
of existence in us is to deny that they exist as states of our nervous
system (or as brain patterns). This, in turn, is tantamount to say-
ing that man’s power of conceptual thought cannot be entirely
explained in terms of neurological mechanisms. Or, in other
words, the brain is not by itself the sufficient condition of con-
ceptual thought. Some other factor—and, necessarily, an im-
material or non-physical factor—must be posited to explain
conceptual thought.

Here, then, is the nerve of the direct argument in four proposi-

tions. (a) Our concepts are that in us whereby we apprehend the
universal aspects of the things we think and talk about. (b) To
perform that cognitive function, our concepts must be actual uni-
versals. (¢c) But for anything to be an actual universal, its mode of
existence must be immaterial. (d) Hence, the existence in man of
conceptual thought cannot be adequately explained by the action
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of a material organ, such as his brain, but requires the presence and
operation of an immaterial factor.

There is one difficulty intrinsic to the argument, which must be
faced. That which is known conceptually is always a universal,
never an individual. But unless we affirm that universals actually
exist, in the manner of Platonic ideas, we must recognize that the
object of conceptual knowledge does not exist as such; namely, as
an actual universal. Hence, we must say that existent individual
things are known conceptually when they are known, not in their
individuality, but in their universal aspects, i.e., in those respects in
which they, as individuals, have common characteristics or traits.
But if this is so, then it would appear that the mode of existence
of the actual thing that is known is material, whereas the mode of
existence of that whereby it is known in its universal aspects is
immaterial; and hence, the principle of similitude between quo and
quod would appear to be violated.

This difficulty is resolved, so far as it can be resolved, by the dis-
tinction that was made, in the course of the argument, between
the potential and actual existence of the universal. It exists poten-
tially in individual things insofar as they have common character-
istics or traits, in virtue of which they belong to classes or kinds.
It exists actually in the knower as that whereby he knows individual
things in their universal aspects. There is a similitude here between
the quod and the gquo in that the one is potentially what the other
is actually. In addition, it should be pointed out that the similitude
between the gquod and the quo of conceptual knowing is different
from the similitade between the quod and quo of perceptual know-
ing; for in the latter case both exist actually in a material mode of
existence, i.e., under individuating conditions. The acknowledge-
ment of this difference between perceptual and conceptual knowing
does not invalidate the argument. Failure to acknowledge this differ-
ence leads to the Platonic error of attributing actual existence to
that which is known conceptually, by a false parallelism to the
actual existence of that which is known perceptually. In addition,
acknowledging this difference enables us to account for the fact
that our conceptual knowledge extends to the non-sensible aspects
of things that have a material mode of existence; for example, our
concept of inertia or valence, or our concept of justice or of free-
dom, is that whereby we understand a universal aspect of things,
but a universal of which particular instances cannot be directly
perceived by means of our senses.

42. See Summa Theologica, 1, 84, 7-8.

43. For relevant discussions of aphasia and agnosia, see Cerebral
Mechanisms in Bebavior, ed. by L. A. Jeffress, pp. 184 ff., and 259;
J. M. Nielsen, Agnosia, Apraxia, Aphasia, 1936: esp. pp. 255—256;
W. Penfield and L. Roberts, Speech and Brain Mechanisms, 1959:
pp. 117, 127; K. Goldstein, Language and Language Disturbances,
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1048: pp. 22—26, §6, 63; G. Humphrey, Thinking, 1951: pp. 236~
256; Brain Function, Volume III, ed. by E. C. Carterette, 1966:
pp. 6792, 141-172.

44. For brain growth in the first two years of human life in relation
to the appearance and development of human speech in the infant,
see J. C. Lilly, Man and Dolphin, Appendix Two, pp. 278286, and
especially Table VI, p. 28s.

45. See Warren S. McCulloch, Embodiments of Mind, pp. 46-66;
also in ibid., pp. 1~17, 72-156, 307-318; K. M. Sayre, Recognition,
1965; and “Human and Mechanical Recognition,” in The Modeling
of Mind, ed. by K. M. Sayre and F. J. Crosson, 1963: pp. 166—170;
N. Sutherland, “Stimulus Analyzing Mechanisms,” in ibid., pp. 174~
175; D. McKay, “Mindlike Behavior in Artefacts,” in ibid., pp.
228-229, 232233, 237—241; O. G. Selfridge and U. Neisser, “Pattern
Recognition by Machine,” in Computers and Thought, ed. by E. A,
Feigenbaum and J. Feldman, 1963: pp. 237-238, 250; L. Uhr and
C. Vossler, “A Pattern-Recognition Program That Generates, Eval-
uates, and Adjusts Irs Own Operators,” in ibid., pp. 251—252, 267—
268; M. Minsky, “Steps Toward Artificial Intelligence,” in ibid.,
PP. 407—408, 411—413; W. Sluckin, Minds and Macbhines, 1960: pp.
143, 195. See also “The Relevance of Neurophysiology for Anthro-
pology,” in Cross-Cultural Understanding, ed. by F. S. C. Northrop
and H. H. Livingston, 1964: pp. 339-355; and W. McCulloch, “A
Historical Introduction to the Postulational Foundations of Experi-
mental Epistemology,” in ibid., pp. 180~193.

46. Without concepts, we would only perceive, as animals do, the
individual thing; and if we reacted to a number of individually
differing things in the same way, we would not be cognizing what
is common to them or knowing them in their universal aspects; we
would only be reacting to them as functionally equivalent stimuli.
By means of concepts, and only by means of concepts, we under-
stand kinds or classes as such, entirely apart from perceived par-
ticulars and even though no particular instances exist. By means of
percepts alone—if that ever occurs in human cognition—we would
apprehend individual things without any understanding of them.
This is the meaning of Kant’s statement that percepts without con-
cepts are blind, and concepts without percepts are empty. Hence,
if we are right in thinking that men have and other animals lack the
power of conceptual thought, then we must also assert a difference
in kind between perceptual processes in animals which are blind
in Kant’s sense, and perceptual processes in man which are enlight-
ened by concepts. Cf. Chapter 11, note 14, supra.

47. In my judgment, the correct interpretation of the phenomena
is that given by Professor Heinrich Kliiver in Bebavior Mechanisms
in Monkeys, pp. 4~10, 326—330, 344—349. According to Kliiver, the
experimental data shows that the animal can be trained, just as



NOTES 349

machines can be built, to discriminate between equivalent and non-
equivalent stimuli. Such discrimination—as, for example, between
triangular and non-triangular shapes—does not show that the animal
or the machine understands this individual stimulus as a particular
instance of the class of triangular things. Neither the rat nor the
machine understands triangularity as such. To understand the indi-
vidual as a particular instance of a class is possible only if there is
some understanding of the class—the universal—as such. But it is
precisely an understanding of the class—the universal—as such that
is the work of conceptual thought. Hence if animals had such under-
standing, they would have the power of conceptual thought; and
if they had the power of conceptual thought, they would also have
the power of propositional speech. As Locke pointed out, the lack
of propositional speech on the part of animals is adequate reason
for denying to them the power of conceptual thought (see supra,
Chapter 11, notes 12 and 13). Hence, when animals, lacking this
power, react in the same way to a number of individually differing
instances of the same shape, their behavior indicates only the func-
tional equivalence of the stimuli and nothing more. For the views
of the computer technologists and neurologists on the reaction of
machines to equivalent and non-equivalent stimuli, see the works
cited in note 45 supra; and also M. A. Arbib, Brains, Machines, and
Matbematics, 1964: pp. 33, 41—49, 108, 112—-113, and A. Rapoport,
“Technological Models of the Nervous System,” in The Modeling
of Mind, pp. 30 ff. The best statement that I have found in the
current literature concerning the distinction between perceptual
abstraction and concept-formation (between perceptual generaliza-
tion and discrimination and the cognition of kinds or universals)
is the one made by Aron Gurwitsch in the paper “On the Concep-
tual Consciousness” in ibid., see pp. 199~205, esp. 202—204.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 13

1. See N. Chomsky, Syntactic Structures, 1957, P. Ziff, Semantic
Analysis, 1960; Cf. W, S. McCulloch and W. M. Brodey, in The
Great ldeas Today, 1966: pp. 296-297, 331~333.

2. The Philosophical Works of Descartes, ed. by E. S. Haldane and
G. R. T. Ross, Volume I, p. 116.

3. lbid., pp. 116-117.
4. lbid., pp. 117-118.
5. Ibid., pp. 116—-117.

6. Pointing out that, other than man, there is no animal “however
perfect and fortunately circumstanced it may be,” that can utter
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statements by which it makes known its thoughts, Descartes adds:
“It is not the want of organs that brings this to pass, for it is
evident that magpies and parrots are able to utter words just like
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NOTES TO CHAPTER 1§

In my judgment, being able to play the Turing game successfully
is an all-or-none affair. A robot either passes the conversational test
or fails. Among human conversationalists, some are more articulate,
more versatile, wittier, cleverer, more resourceful, and so on. They
can be ranked on a scale of degrees. So too, perhaps, there may be,
among future generations of Turing machines, manifestations of
lower and higer degrees of conversational ability. But between the
first robot that manifests such an ability to the slightest degree
(i.e., a degree just sufficient to pass the conversational test) and all
earlier machines that do not manifest any conversational ability
whatsoever, there is a difference in kind, not of degree.

It may be thought, however, that before that happens, improve-
ments in machine intelligence may be made that will give the tech-
nologist the impression that he will eventually succeed in building
a Turing machine that can pass the conversational test. With regard
to this point, I would like to quote the comments of a correspondent:

“If in 1980 a machine is built that can perform all the feats
of today’s machines, plus the added feat of paraphrasing Eng-
lish sentences, it would rank higher on the scale of accomplish-
ment than today’s machines. All these attempts would stll score
zero in Turing’s game. But it is plain that, with 2 more advanced
machine at hand, there is more hope for achieving the minimum
passing score in the future than there would be with less ad-
vanced machines at hand. Thus we must take into account the
possibility of building machines that are ever more advanced
on the scale of how much they accomplish, but all of which fail
decisively on the conversational test. Under these circumstances;

a reasonable person could still argue that the probability of

eventual success in Turing’s game has increased in spite of every

trial’s still being a failure.”

If one concedes that, what effect does it have on the statement
that, with repeated trials and failures, the relative truth of the
materialist hypothesis diminishes and the relative truth of the im-

I
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materialist hypothesis correspondingly increases? My answer to this
question is contrary to the one that my correspondent had in my
mind. He thought that one would have to say that, as the prob-
ability of eventual success in the Turing test increased, we would
become more and more assured of the truth of the materialist
hypothesis. The opposite seems to me to be the case. If, with tech-
nological advances being made, it becomes more and more probable
that a Turing machine will eventually be built, successive failures
to build a2 machine that can pass the conversational test tend to
weaken our confidence that one will ever be produced. The more
probable it is that something can happen, the more disappointing
is its failure to happen.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 16

1. The distinction made here between reasons of expediency and
reasons of principle needs a word of further explanation. I have used
the phrase “reasons of expediency” as it is often used in everyday
speech to cover those ad boc justifications of action that recommend
the action solely on the ground that it serves the purpose at hand.
It suits us to treat our pets as if they were persons, while slaughter-
ing other animals to satisfy our wants. The justification of these
opposite lines of conduct is ad hoc: each serves a different purpose.
To say this and no more is to offer a reason of expediency. In
contrast, if I could establish, as a matter of fact, that my household
pet differs in kind from the pigs and steers that are butchered for
my table; and if, in addition, I could defend the principle that dif-
ferent kinds of treatment are appropriate to things that differ in
kind, then I could justify my opposite lines of conduct in a fashion
that is not ad hoc and that does not appeal merely to the purpose
that the action serves.

I have used the phrase “reasons of principle” for those justifica-
tions of conduct that appeal to antecedent facts and principles, not
merely to consequences (i.e., purposes to be served). Reasons of
principle, as the foregoing example indicates, never consist of prin-
ciples alone, but always of principles combined with assertions of
fact; and the principles involved are always normative rules or
prescriptions (i.e., statements about what ought or ought not be
done). I have called such statements principles in order to distin-
guish them from the statements of fact with which we associate the
given reasons for action, not in order to elevate them to the level
of indubitable or incorrigible truth. This use of the word “principle”
conforms to everyday usage. When we say, in view of a person’s
conduct or character, that he is a2 “man of principle,” or when we
say that “it is not the money, but the principle that matters,” the
kind of principles that we have in mind are moral principles, that
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is, normative or prescriptive statements about what ought or ought
not to be done or sought. In line with this use of words, when I
refer to principled conduct, I mean conduct that is justified by
reasons of principle (reasoning that appeals to a normative principle
in conjunction with an assertion of fact); and when I refer to un-
principled conduct, I mean conduct that is justified only by ad boc
reasons of expediency (by reference only to the purpose the con-
duct serves or the desirable consequences that one expects from it).

If no empirical evidence were available that could help us to de-
cide whether human and non-human animals differ in kind or only in
degree, men might still make ad bhoc differentiations that suited their
purposes. In an essay entitled “Slaves and Machines” (in Analysis,
Volume 22, No. 5, N.S. No. 89, April, 1962, pp. 118-120), Amelie O.
Rorty argues that that is all they can ever do. In her view, when
we call some entity a slave, a brute animal, or a machine, the desig-
nation merely expresses how we want to treat the entity so des-
ignated—specifically, zot as a man or a person. We assert to be a
matter of fact that which we wish to believe, because the belief
in question is the basis for our acting in a certain way, and what
is ultimately decisive is the way in which we want to act toward
this or that entity. Rorty’s argument proceeds without any regard
for the logic involved in the process of determining whether two
things differ in degree or in kind, and without any cognizance of
the wealth of empirical evidence that is now available to decide
how men differ from other things. It is historically true, of course,
that men have in the past treated other men as if they were not
different in kind from brute animals or from inanimate machines;
in many parts of the world, they still do so today. There is nothing
here to condemn, according to Rorty; and she would be right if
there were no facts to show that all men are the same in kind, by
virtue of commonly possessing the trait (the power of conceptual
thought) which makes them different in kind from other animals
and from any machines that now exist.

Other writers make the same mistake that Rorty does—the mis-
take of thinking that the decision whether an entity under consid-
eration (be it a man or a machine) is a person or a thing depends
entirely on how we act with respect to it, how we wish to treat it,
or how we talk about it. This puts the cart before the horse and
totally ignores the possibility that the question can be decided en-
tirely by an appeal to observed behavioral facts. See Peter T. Man-
icas, “Men, Machines, Materialism, and Morality,” in Philosopby
and Phenomenological Research, Volume XXVII, No. 2, December,
1966, pp. 238-246; Hilary Putnam, “Robots: Machines or Artificially
Created Life?” in Philosophy of Mind, ed. by Stuart Hampshire,
1966; and Edward Shils, “The Sanctity of Life,” in Encounter, Vol-
ume XXVIH, No. 1, January, 1967, pp- 39—49. If a robot were to
succeed in passing the Turing test, or to manifest 2 mind of its own
in answering questions and carrying on a conversation, then the
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immaterialist hypothesis would be falsified. In that case, the refusal
to call the robot a person while still calling men persons would have
no justification in fact and could only be interpreted as an expres-
sion of self-serving bias or discrimination. If having the power of
conceptual thought were the only factual criterion of being a per-
son, then the conversational robot would be no less a person than
a man is. But if, as I will argue in Chapter 17, the presence of an
immaterial factor is indispensable to being a person, because indis-
pensable to freedom of choice, then should we find that both men
and robots have the power of conceptual thought, but that neither
have freedom of choice because neither have the immaterial or non-
physical power requisite for such freedom, then we must, in accord-
ance with the facts, concede that neither men nor conversational
robots are persons, and that there is nothing wrong with treating
them as things.

‘What is called the naturalistic fallacy in moral reasoning or argu-
mentation consists in attempting to draw normative conclusions
from assertions of fact. I commit this fallacy if the only grounds or
reasons that I offer for my recommendation that this or that ought
or ought not to be done consist of the views I hold concerning the
nature of things, i.e., assertions I make concerning the way things
are. The nature of things—the way things are—does not by itself
validly support any normative conclusions, i.e., any statements about
what ought or ought not to be done. I do not commit the fallacy
of supposing that the nature of things leads to moral conclusions
when I employ moral principles in my reasoning and combine these
moral principles with statements of fact about the nature of things
(i.e., when I combine an ought-premise with an is-premise to arrive
at an ought-conclusion). See my discussion of this point in The
Conditions of Philosopby, pp. 188-195.

It is a misunderstanding of the naturalist fallacy to hold that facts
have no normative consequences at all. While it is true that facts
by themselves (unaccompanied by appeal to normative principles)
do not have normative consequences, they do have such conse-
quences when they are subsumed under normative rules; e.g., the
fact that A ignored a red light leads to a normative judgment about
A’s driving only when it is subsumed under the rule that red lights
ought to be heeded by drivers. As Professor Smart points out, “no
account of scientific facts about the world can by themselves deter-
mine what we should do. Some philosophers and scientists have
tried to deduce ultimate ethical precepts from the conclusions of
evolutionary biology . . . Scientific facts alome cannot give us a
precept. This is not to say that scientific facts are not of the greatest
importance for ethics. It is simply that scientific facts do not by
themselves determine any ethical system” (Philosophy and Scientific
Realism, p. 154; italics added). In the context of this passage, Pro-
fessor Smart also writes: “What ethical precepts we recommend
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depends in the last analysis on what we wamt” (italics his). The
truth of this statement depends in the last analysis on what the
writer means by “wants.” It is false if he means merely the purpose
to be served in a particular case by a particular action; for then,
as indicated in note 1, supra, the recommendation that this or that
line of conduct be pursued to serve our needs is not an ethical, or
normative, precept at all. When Professor Smart himself enunciates
the ethical precept that those who give or receive arguments, as
scientists in fact do, ought to be respected as persons (see ibid.,
p. 155), that ought-statement does not depend on whether, in a
particular case, we awant to achieve a certain result or have a certain
purpose in mind.

3. Consider the person who maintains that it makes no practical dif-
ference whether man differs from other things only in degree or
in kind as well, because, without any reference to the facts of the
matter, we can justify any line of conduct that we wish to pursue
in our treatment of men, on the one hand, and of animals and
machines, on the other. If we examine this attitude (it is one that
I have met not only in scientists but also in professors of law and
of political science), we find that it rests on two errors: (1) the
error of supposing that because facts by themselves do not support
normative recommendations, they have no relevance whatsoever to
normative problems; and (2) the error of supposing that, given the
same state of facts, quite opposite practical policies or courses of
action can be justified by reference to the purpose at hand. Such
ad boc justification shifts from time to time, and from case to case,
as our purposes change. No consistency is to be expected in our
policies. We can excuse ourselves for doing what we condemn in
others on the ground that, even though the facts are the same in
both cases, our conduct served the purpose of the moment, whereas
the conduct of others worked in the opposite way so far as we
were concerned. But if the justification of conduct requires us to
subsume the facts of the case under a normative principle that
applies to all cases without regard to who the parties are and what
their momentary purposes may be, then opposite courses of conduct
can be justified only by appealing to opposite normative principles;
and then the question of which of the conflicting principles is the
right one must be faced. When our conduct is principled, we must
be prepared to defend the soundness of the principles on which
we act and if we act on a certain principle in one case, we cannot
justify acting in an opposite way in another case in which the facts
are the same and the same principle applies. But when our conduct
is unprincipled, we may concoct a “justification” or explanation of
our conduct, if one is called for, and we seldom find insuperable
difficulties in the way of rationalizing opposite policies or courses
of action, even when the facts are the same in the cases in which,
to serve our purposes, we act in opposite ways.
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In this connection, the following example of inconsistency is in-
structive. In his “Apology for Raimond de Sebonde,” Montaigne
claims that the observable facts of human and animal behavior lead
to the conclusion that animals are man’s equals, if not superiors.
Nevertheless, in his essay “Of Cruelty,” he criticizes those tribes or
cultures which admit animals to human status and associate with
them on the same plane of conduct that applies to human beings
(see Essays of Montaigne, trans. by Charles Cotton, revised by W.C.
Hazlett: Volume 4, pp. 163—166). Spinoza, on the other hand, main-
tains, as a matter of fact, that men are rational and brutes are not,
and therefore they differ in kind; accordingly, he says that “the law
against killing animals is based upon an empty superstition and
womanish tenderness rather than upon sound reason. A proper re-
gard, indeed, to one’s own profit teaches us to unite in friendship
with men, and not with brutes, nor with things whose nature is
different from human nature” (Etbics, Part 1V, Prop. 37, Scholium
1). Cf. Kant’s exposition of the thesis that it is wrong to treat men
and not wrong to treat other animals merely as means: Critique
of Practical Reason and Other Works on Ethics, trans. by T. K.
Abbott, 6th ed., pp. 46—53; Critique of Teleological Judgment, trans.
by J. C. Meredeth, pp. 99~100.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 17

. See Man and Dolphin, Chapters 1 and 12. Cf. Lilly’s more recent

book: T'he Mind of the Dolpbin: A Nonbuman Intelligence, 1967.

Ibid., pp. 211~212. Considering Dr. Lilly’s prediction that, if dol-
phins and humans engage in conversation and thus appear to share
a common intellectual power, some groups of men will probably
advocate that we treat them as we treat human beings, a reader of
this book in manuscript suggested to me that the opposite result
might also occur. It is just as likely, he wrote, that some group of
men “will take the view that a large part of the human race is 7o
better than dophins, and should therefore cease to have the rights
currently accorded to human beings. In effect, this was the argument
of the Germans with respect to Poles and Jews, Without denying
that the Poles and Jews were biologically human, the Nazis main-
tained that they were in other respects sub-human, and more like
animals or things. In short, the effect of the discovery that men do
not differ in kind from animals is just as likely to promote malevo-
lence toward some human groups as benevolence toward dolphins
or other animals that are found not to differ in kind from men.”

I have nothing to say about the relative probability of Dr. Lilly’s
prediction or my friend’s prediction of the actual consequences that
might follow from the discovery that men and dolphins do not



360 NOTES

differ in kind. I have no way of estimating which guess is shrewder
or more likely to be true. When, in this chapter I consider the prac-
tical consequences of man’s being different in kind from other
animals—or, in the case of the dolphins, perhaps the same in kind
—I am concerned only with what ought or ought not to be the
result of one or anotber state of facts, not with predictions of what
might or might not actually result. In other words, by practical
consequences, I mean normative consequences—consequences in the
form of the normative conclusions that we reach in the light of
the facts as ascertained, not consequences in the form of actions
taken, regardless of whether or not they can be justified in the
light of the facts and sound normative principles (see supra, Chap-
ter 16, notes 1 and 2).

My friend obviously understood Dr. Lilly to be doing no more
than making a prediction. I understood him to be considering the
legal and ethical problem that the human race will have to face if
and when dolphins show themselves to have the power of concep-
tual thought. I, therefore, read him as taking the position that if
and when it is ascertained, as a matter of fact, that dolphins and
men do not differ psychologically in kind, justice will require us
to treat dolphins as persons and accord to them the same rights
that we accord to men as persons. The action predicted by my
friend would not be justified by the facts as ascertained, if they
were subsumed under the normative principle that all persons (i.e.,
all living organisms that have the power of conceptual thought in
any degree) ought to be treated in the same way—as persons, not
as things. Nazi policies with regard to Poles and Jews, or similar
policies with regard to Negroes, which have longed prevailed and
are still not eradicated, cannot be justified by the facts (that all
human beings have the power of conceptual thought to some degree,
and that every human being, even the least, therefore differs psycho-
logically from the most intelligent animal) when those facts are
subsumed under the correct normative principle that, as a matter
of right or justice, all human beings ought to be treated in the same
way (as persons rather than as things), and accorded the rights of
persons. If the facts were otherwise—if men and other animals differ
only in degree, and if some men are superior to other men in degree,
as much as if not more than some men are to some animals—then
Nazi policies in the treatment of Poles and Jews, or segregationist
policies in the treatment of Negroes, would not be, prima facie,
wrong as a matter of principle; the only question to be determined
would be the question of fact about the inferiority of Jews or Poles
to Germans, or Negroes to white men.

3. Op. cit., in The Modeling of Mind, p. 254.

4. Ibid. Cf Hilary Putnam, “Minds and Machines,” in Dimensions
of Mind, pp. 175-176; Donald M. McKay, “From Mechanism to
Mind,” in Brain and Mind, pp. 180~190.
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5. Science, Perception and Reality, pp. 39—40.

6. For Professor Smart’s views, see Philosopby and Scientific Realism,
pp. 153~154; and cf. ibid., pp. 93~105, 111-116, 119—125. For Pro-
fessor Sellars’ views, see Science, Perception and Reality, pp. 6,
15-17, 30-34.

Philosophy and Scientific Realism, p. 155.

In a brilliant essay, Jacques Maritain outlines the importance of
the question of man’s difference for the conception of human
equality, showing how divergent conceptions of the equality of
men stem from divergent views of man as a species and how they
give rise to divergent normative recommendations (see “Human
Equality,” in Ransoming the Time, 1941: pp. 1—32). Among its other
current projects, the Institute for Philosophical Research is engaged
in the dialectical clarification of the idea of equality in Western
thought. Even at this early stage of the work, it has become clear
that the central and controlling issue in the whole discussion is
constituted by conflicting views about the specific equality of men
as persons in reladon to all the inequalities that arise from their
individual differences, and that these views are resolvable into con-
flicting views of the difference of man.

9. Critique of Practical Reason and Other Works on Ethics, trans.
by T. K. Abbote, 6th ed., p. 180. Cf. ibid., pp. 46—53; and Critique
of Teleological Judgment, trans. by ]J. C. Meredith, pp. 9g9—100. The
Christian conception of personality, like Kant’s, involves an element
of immateriality. The Christian dogma that man is made in the
image of God, Who is pre-eminently a person, attributes person-
ality to man as reflecting the divine being in this respect, ie.,
immateriality.

10. 1 have treated these problems at greater length in another book
of much earlier date (see A Dialectic of Morals, 1941, Chapter 1V,
esp. pp. 58-59). While 1 would revise what is there said in many
respects were 1 to address myself anew to the problems of moral
philosophy, as I hope to do in a book I am now working on, the
points made there would remain essentially unchanged, at least so
far as they bear on the relevance to morality of the way that man
differs from other animals,

11. See Robert Ardrey, The Territorial Imperative, 1966; and also
his African Genesis, 1961. Both books are engaging popularizations
of the findings of ethology, full of fascinating stories of animal
behavior; but both are also flagrant examples of special pleading
for the questionable thesis that instinct governs human life exactly
as it does animal life. The truth of that thesis depends upon how
man differs from other animals; if man differs even superficially in
kind from other animals, it is in important respects false; if man
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differs radically, it is wholly false. In his zeal to explain human
behavior and human life in terms of animal instincts, Ardrey does
not pause to consider the facts bearing on the question of how man
differs. He assumes the truth of the answer that suits his ad boc
rhetoric. The fact that books of this sort are dismissed for what
they are by the scientific community does not prevent them from
bemusing and misleading the laymen who read them for the enjoy-
able animal stories they contain and uncritically swallow the thesis
along with the stories.

12. Op. cit., trans. by J. Riviere, 1930: p. 63. Cf. Chapter III, passim.

13. The Future of an Illusion, trans. by W. D. Ronson-Scott, 1928:
p- 93.

14. Freud’s attribution of an intellectual power to man that is not
possessed to any degree by other animals is all of one piece with his
theory of distinctively human erotic love, as contrasted with the
sexuality of other animals, a sexuality that is devoid of love even
when it involves the instinctive inhibition of aggressive behavior and
so gives the appearance of tenderness and benevolence. Nevertheless,
for Freud every form of human love is erotic, either overtly sexual
or a sublimation of sexuality. But if the human intellect has the
autonomy that it would have to have in order to control the in-
stincts and to sublimate them, and if that, in turn, depends on the
intellect’s transcendence of physical causality, then, contrary to
Freud’s theory of love, the non-erotic forms of human love (such
as the amor intellectualis dei of Spinoza, the appetitive character of
which takes its special form from intellectual cognition rather than
from sense-perception) would be explicable without reference to
sex, sensuality, or sublimation.

15. On Aggression, pp. 238 fI. Though Lorenz discusses free will in
relation to “the laws of natural causation” governing human and
animal behavior, he shows little or no understanding of free choice
(see ibid., Chapter 12, esp. pp. 225, 228—229, 231—232). An excellent
critical review of the book by S. A. Barnett points out the illicit
use that Lorenz makes of superficial analogies between human and
animal behavior, and also the inconsistencies into which he falls by
his effort to plead a case beyond what the acknowleged facts will
support (see Scientific American, Volume 216, No. 2, February,

1967, ibid., pp. 135-137).
16.  Ibid., p. 254. Cf. ibid., pp. 240-254.
17. See ibid., Chapter 7, esp. p. 110.

18. Ibid., p. 248. In another place, Lorenz refers to “the functions of
reason and moral responsibility which first came into the world
with man and which, provided he does not blindly and arrogantly
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deny the existence of his animal inheritance, give him the power
to control it” (ibid., p. 215).

19. 1bid., p. 247.

20. See especially Lorenz’ concluding chapter, “Avowal of Opti-
mism,” in ibid., pp. 275 L.

NOTES TO CHAPTER 18

1. See Homest to God, 1963: esp. Chapter 2, “The End of Theism”;
and The New Reformation, 1965: esp. Appendix II, “Can a Truly
Contemporary Person Not Be an Atheist?”

2. For a fair sample of the bourgeoning literature of the “new the-
ology,” see T. J. ]J. Altizer and W. Hamilton, Radical Theology
and the Death of God, 1966; T. J. J. Altizer, The Gospel of Chris-
tian Atbeism, 1966; W. Hamilton, The New Essence of Christianity,
1966; G. Vahanian, No Other God, 1966; The Death of God, 1957;
P. Van Buren, The Secular Meaning of the Gospel, 1953; H. Cox,
The Secular City, 1965; New Theology, ed. by M. E. Marty and
D. G. Peerman, Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4, 1964—1967; K. Hamilton, God is
Dead, The Anatomy of a Slogan, 1966; Austin Farrer, God Is Not
Dead, 1966; D. E. Jenkins, Guide to the Debate About God, 1966;
The Secular City Debate, ed. by D. Callahan, 1966; Leslie Dewart,
The Future of Belief, 1966.

If all the oratory, repetition, loose-talk, double-talk, and plain
nonsense were removed from the thousands of pages cited above,
they could be boiled down to less than a hundred pages of solid
substance. The puzzling question, not satisfactorily answered, is why
these “new theologians,” who implicitly and inconsistently espouse a
completely naturalistic materialism, continue to call themselves theo-
logians and persist in trying to give some meaning to the term
“God.” Better the honest if also somewhat rhetorical atheism of
Nietzsche, who coined the phrase “death of God,” and of Feuer-
bach, whose Essence of Christianity replaced theology with anthro-
pology and initiated the “religion of humanism.”

The works cited above would be better described as representing
the death of theology. However, there is a lively contemporary
debate going on between theists and atheists that shows how far
from dead theology is. See, for example, Martin Buber, Eclipse of
God, 1952; J. Lacroix, The Meaning of Modern Atbeism, 1965;
J. C. Murray, The Problem of God, 1964; E. L. Mascall, The Secu-
larization of Cbhristianity, 1965; W, Earle, J. M. Edie, and J. Wild,
Christianity and Existentialism, 1963; New Essays in Philosophical
Theology, ed. by A. Flew and A. Maclntyre, 1965; The Meaning
of the Death of God, ed. by Bernard Murchland, 1967.
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3. See Etienne Gilson, Reason and Revelation in the Middle Ages,
1938, esp. Chapter 1.

4. See ibid., Chapter 3. See also Aquinas, Susmma Theologica, Part 1,
Q. 1, AA. 1-2, 5-6, 8.

5. See “Vatican Council II, Declaration on Religious Freedom,” #z,
p- 269, in The Documents of Vatican I, 1966.

6. See encyclical of Pius XII, Humani Generis, no. 36, 1950: pp.
16-17.

7. See “Vatican Council I, Constitution of the Church in the Modern
World,” #14, p. 212 in op. cit.

8. See in ibid., #17, p. 214.

9. See Bernard Ryan, The Evolution of Man, 1965: pp. 138-139, 151—
156; P. Schoonenberg, God’s World in the Making, 1964: Chapter 2;
J. Donceel, “Teilhard de Chardin,” in Thought, Volume XL, No.
158, 1965: esp. pp. 383—389. Cf. David Lack, Evolutionary Theory
and Christian Belief, 1961. Two contemporary Protestant writers
claim to see no conflict between a completely naturalistic material-
ism, on the one hand, and Christian doctrines about the spirituality
of man and the immortality of the soul, on the other: see C. W,
Kegley, “Problems in the Contemporary Understanding of Man,”
in Lutheran World, Volume XII, No. 1, 1965: pp. 28—33; and D. M.
McKay, “From Mechanism to Mind,” in Brain and Mind, pp. 186—
190. Commenting on McKay’s essay, John Beloff writes: “It would
indeed be a presumption on the part of an agnostic like myself to
challenge McKay on points of Christian doctrine or biblical exegesis.
If he assures me that Christianity is quite compatible with the truth
of Mechanism or Materialism, I am quite happy to take his word
for it but he must not complain if he has increased my suspicion
that Christianity (at least as professed by someone at McKay’s level
of sophistication) is compatible with anything at all” (in #bid., pp.
194-195).

10. See P. Weiss, Nature and Man, 1947; Man’s Freedom, 1950; M.
Capek, “The Doctrine of Necessity Re-Examined,” in The Review
of Metaphysics, Volume V, No. 1, September, rgs1; C. Hartshorne,
“Causal Necessities: An Alternative to Hume,” in The Philosophical
Review, Volume LXIII, No. 3, October, 1954; “Freedom Requires
Indeterminism and Universal Causality,” in The Journal of Phi-
losopby, Volume LV, No. 19, September, 1958. For a critical sum-
mary of the position taken by these three writers, see The Idea of
Freedom, Volume II, 1961: pp. 362—368; and cf. ibid., pp. 640—642.

11. Between 1953 and 1961, the Institute for Philosophical Research
carried on an extensive study of the discussion of freedom in the
tradition of Western thought, in the course of which it undertook
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to reconstruct and clarify the controversy concerning the freedom
of the will. The Institute’s findings and formuiations were published
in the two volumes of The Idea of Freedom, Volume 1 in 1058,
Volume II, in 1961. It is in the light of the work done by the Insti-
tute that I here report the finding that, with few exceptions, the
philosophers who affirm the freedom of the will understand free
choice in terms of a mode of causality that is non-physical: in their
view, the denial of a non-physical or immaterial factor in the con-
stitution of man would entail a denial of free choice. This is con-
firmed by the correlative finding that the philosophers who deny
free will do so on the ground that the only mode of causality that
is operative in man as well as in the rest of nature is one that has
its model in the action and reaction of bodies: for them as well as
for their opponents, to affirm mechanism and materialism in the
case of man is to deny what has come to be called the “contra-
causal” freedom of the will (where “contra-causal” means not the
absence of causality, but the presence of a mode of causality that
is not found in the actions and reactions of physical things). See
The ldea of Freedom, Volume I, pp. 423—494; Volume II, pp.
221—463.

12. For a dialectical examination of opposite views on this subject,
see The ldea of Freedom, Volume II, pp. 488-525.

13. For the statement of Kant’s doctrine on this point, see the pas-
sages cited in Chapter 17, note 3.

14. See W. Sellars, Science, Perception and Reality, pp. 25—30, 34—37;
J. J. C. Smart, Philosophy and Scientific Realism, pp. 64—105. Cf.
my statement of this challenge as it applies to classical materialism
from antiquity to the end of the nineteenth century, in The Condi-
tions of Pbhilosopby, pp. 155~156, and Chapter 12; see esp. fn. 28
on p. 224.

15. If the existence of man as a person, i.e., as a physical being with
a non-physical or immaterial element in his constitution, cannot be
accounted for by the operation of the same natural causes that
account for the origin of all other species of living things, then
either the origin of man is inexplicable, or the operation of a super-
natural cause must be posited to explain man’s existence. The line
of reasoning indicated here might constitute the strongest and
simplest form of a posteriori argument for the existence of God
as the indispensable cause of the coming to be of a being known to
exist; and it would reinforce the much more difficult and debatable
form of a posteriori argument that posits the existence of God as
the indispensable cause of the being, not the coming to be, of any-
thing that is known to exist and is known to be capable of either
existing or not existing. The reason why the inference from the
existence of man to the existence of God has seldom, if ever, been
employed in natural theology is that the establishment of the
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premise (the proposition concerning a non-physical or immaterial
element in the constitution of man) has always rightly been re-
garded as no less difficult than the establishment of the conclusion;
perhaps much more so. The reader who examines the statement of
the traditional argument for the immateriality of the human intel-
lect, as summarized in Chapter 12, note 41, will find this much more
complicated and subtle than the traditional argument for the exist-
ence of God as the creative cause of whatever exists that can also
not exist. But if the failure of repeated efforts to build a Turing
machine able to pass the conversational test has the effect of weak-
ening the materialist hypothesis and of strengthening the opposite
view that the brain is not the sufficient cause of conceptual thought
in man, then the premise required may be sufficiently established
by empirical evidence, so that the subtle and complicated argument
for the immateriality of the intellect need not be exclusively relied
on; in which case, the positing of God’s causality to explain the
origin of man would become the strongest and simplest form of
a posteriori argument for God’s existence.

16. See The Conditions of Philosophy, Chapter 12.

17. If the science fiction writers and the scientific speculators are
anywhere in the neighborhood of the truth, the future is also likely
to include, as a result of space exploration, the discovery of intel-
ligent beings elsewhere in the cosmos. As far as I can see or think,
the alternatives set forth in this book concerning the difference of
man from everything else on earth would apply to the difference
of man from such extra-terrestrial beings. If these extra-terrestrial
beings are corporeal and animate, and, either by propositional speech
or in some other way, manifest their possession of the power of
conceptual thought, then we must be prepared for the following
alternatives: we will find either (a) that they differ only in degree
from man or (b) that they differ superficially in kind. The first
alternative needs no explanation; men differ from one another in
the degree to which they possess the power of conceptual thought.
The second alternative can be explained by analogy. If Aristotle
and other conservative thinkers were correct in their hypothesis
that some men are by nature born slaves and some are by nature
born to be free, that would divide the human group, all members
of which possess the power of conceptual thought, into two kinds
—a superior kind and an inferior kind. This difference in kind
would be a superficial difference in kind if it resulted from a critical
threshold in the continuum of degrees of conceptual power, the
superior men being able to perform certain functions because their
degree of conceptual power is above this critical threshold, and the
inferior men totally unable to perform these functions because their
degree of conceptual power is below it. Now, the future possibility
we face is that the extra-terrestrial intelligent beings that we dis-
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cover may be our superiors in kind, but only superficially, by virtue
of having a degree of conceptual power that lies above a critical
threshold below which falls the conceptual power of terrestrial
mankind. In that case, these extra-terrestrial intelligent beings will
be able to perform certain functions that we cannot perform at
all to any degree. The science fiction writers envisage two other
possibilities. One is that we may find corporeal but inanimate
intelligences, ie., intelligent machines, possessing the power of
conceptual thought; in which case, the alternatives just considered
would still apply. The other possibility can only be described as
incorporeal intelligences having the power of conceptual thought
or a power superior to that, such as the power of non-discursive
intuitive thought that is attributed to the angels in the tradition of
‘Western theology. Such beings, if they existed, would be radically
different in kind from men; in fact, it can be argued that any being
that was radically different in kind from man by virtue of having
an intellectual power not possessed to any degree by him would
have to be an angel, i.e., a totally incorporeal being, not just a physi-
cal organism with an immaterial or non-physical power. Whether
such beings can or do exist is a highly disputable philosophical
question, but it should be beyond dispute that, if such beings do
exist, they cannot be discovered by space exploration or by means
of scientific investigation.

18. See The Conditions of Philosophy, pp. 174~177; and Chapter 17:
“Philosophy’s Future.”

19. The decisive confirmation of materialism in the near future by
the success of a Turing machine in passing the conversational test
would cause little shock or embarrassment in learned circles if they
continue to move in the direction that characterizes their doctrinal
predilections in the twentieth century. I am including here not only
the leading representatives of the natural and the social sciences,
but also all forms of a'vant-garde thought in phllosophy, theology,
and religion. Only a few scientists who persist in raising questions
that they think science cannot answer, only a few philosophers who
stubbornly hold onto doctrines generally regarded as out-moded,
and only a few orthodox theologians, mainly Roman Catholics,
would be seriously challenged by such confirmation. But a progres-
sive strengthening of the immaterialist hypothesis by repeated fail-
ures in the effort to build a Turing machine that can pass the
conversational test would have earth-shaking effects throughout the
learned world of the future. And to whatever extent the attitudes
that now prevail among those laymen who, in some degree, are
touched by the world of learning, reflect the naturalistic materialism
and atheism of the learned, then a reversal in those attitudes might
also be anticipated as a consequence of an altered state of mind on
the part of the learned.



